
 

Response to Comments 
 
1.0    Introduction 
 
Pursuant to Individual Permit evaluation procedures, the USACE typically requires a 15 to 30-
day public notice comment period to gather information from all interested parties.  Under 33 
CFR 325.2(a)(3), the District Engineer will consider all comments received in response to the 
public notice in his subsequent actions on the permit application.  Receipt of the comments will 
be acknowledged, if appropriate, and they will be made a part of the administrative record of the 
application.  Comments received as form letters or petitions may be acknowledged as a group to 
the person or organization responsible for the form letter or petition. If comments relate to 
matters within the special expertise of another federal agency, the district engineer may seek the 
advice of that agency.  
 
If the District Engineer determines, based on comments received, that he must have the views of 
the applicant on a particular issue to make a public interest determination, the applicant will be 
given the opportunity to furnish his views on such issue to the district engineer.   At the earliest 
practicable time other substantive comments will be furnished to the applicant for his 
information and any views he may wish to offer.  District engineers will ensure that all parties 
are informed that the USACE alone is responsible for reaching a decision on the merits of any 
application.   
 
As stated in the EA, the public comment period closed on 5 February 2001.  However, the 
USACE extended additional consideration by accepting comments, which were deemed relevant 
to the action, after the official closing date of the public notice.   

Approximately 1,147 commenters submitted comments in response to the USACE public notices 
and subsequent public workshop.  Approximately 560 of the 1,147 commenters expressed 
concern about or opposition to the project and/or requested an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS).  Approximately 587 commenters supported the project and/or believed that an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) review procedure was sufficient.   

At the request of the USACE, Holcim provided a Response to Comments document, dated 6 
January 2003, for consideration under this Department of the Army permit evaluation.  In 
preparing our EA, the USACE has independently reviewed Holcim’s 6 January 2003 Response 
to Comments document.  To avoid confusion and redundancy in evaluating the variety of topics 
and comments received, the USACE is incorporating Holcim’s Response to Comments 
document in the following review.  The USACE has added comments, other material, and made 
changes as deemed appropriate and necessary. 

The following review primarily provides written responses to comments that expressed concern 
about or opposition to the project and/or requested an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  
Generally, the assertions raised by these comments can be categorized as follows: 

• The public notice was deficient. 
• One or more public hearings should be held. 
• Permit review should proceed concurrently with other agencies. 
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• Piecemeal review should be avoided. 
• Additional studies and information are needed on alternatives, impacts to aquatic 

resources, impacts to endangered species, ecological processes, and other issues. 
• An EIS should be performed because the project is a major federal action 

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment. 
• The project site is 4,000 acres of pristine unfragmented forest near St. Louis that 

should be left undisturbed. 
• There are practicable alternatives to locating the project at Lee Island. 
• The project would cause unacceptable water pollution to the Mississippi River and 

Isle du Bois Creek.  
• Wetlands would be destroyed and there is insufficient or no mitigation. 
• The quarry reclamation plan is insufficient. 
• There would be serious impacts to endangered species and migratory birds. 
• Habitat would be destroyed, causing ecosystem level impacts. 
• The plant’s air emissions would cause adverse health effects and adversely affect the 

St. Louis ozone nonattainment area. 
• Cumulative impacts of this project and others in the vicinity must be considered. 
• The permit is not in the public interest. 
• The permit should be denied. 

Throughout the review of comments, Holcim has worked under the direction of the USACE to 
evaluate and find ways to further avoid, minimize, and mitigate for potential environmental 
impacts.  While Holcim originally designed the project to avoid environmental impacts to the 
extent practical, many of the received comments identified issues requiring additional studies 
and review.  In some cases, the studies’ findings led to additional project consideration and 
modifications. These project modifications address a number of the comments, especially those 
that alleged adverse impacts to North and Hickory Hollows, Isle du Bois Creek wetlands, and 
Isle du Bois Creek water quality.   

At the request of the USACE and MDNR, Holcim spent considerable time and effort evaluating 
alternatives to the disposal of quarry overburden and harbor excavation material in North and 
Hickory Hollows (which are located immediately north of Isle du Bois Creek in Jefferson 
County).  After this further study, Holcim determined that both North and Hickory Hollows 
could be completely avoided by placing the materials in the proposed quarry limits.  The disposal 
locations within the quarry limits are already identified as sites to be affected by proposed quarry 
blasting and excavation actions.  Thus, temporary impacts within the quarry limits may result 
sooner, but at the benefit of completely avoiding land disturbance actions in North and Hickory 
Hollows.       

In addition, at the request of the USACE and MDNR, Holcim made changes to avoid any direct 
impacts to Isle du Bois Creek and its wetlands.  The haul road that had been associated with the 
hollows north of Isle du Bois Creek, as well as the proposed Isle du Bois Creek crossing 
improvements for the haul road, were eliminated.  Holcim also moved the plant footprint and 
associated railroad spur further to the south to avoid all Isle du Bois Creek wetlands.  As a result, 
the project would have no direct adverse impact on Isle du Bois Creek wetlands or areas north of 
Isle du Bois Creek.  Accordingly, by letters to the USACE dated 8 May 2001, and 29 June 2001, 
Holcim withdrew North and Hickory Hollows, the haul road, the Isle du Bois Creek crossing 
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improvements, and all impacts to Isle du Bois Creek and its wetlands from Holcim’s permit 
application.  Holcim’s commitment to avoid Isle du Bois Creek wetlands was reaffirmed in a 21 
November 2002, letter to the USACE.  

In addition to design changes, Holcim responded to comments and USACE requests by 
voluntarily undertaking numerous additional studies to provide more information about the 
baseline environmental conditions at the site.  Some of these studies went beyond what was 
requested by the applicable agency.  For example, although not required by FWS, Holcim 
employed an expert to use state-of-the-art technology to determine whether any endangered bats 
are present at the site.  Holcim conducted additional fieldwork to further characterize aquatic and 
vegetation resources at the site.  In addition, Holcim provided more details about work it had 
done previously, such as the analysis of alternative locations for the project.   

The results of these studies and analyses were submitted for consideration by the USACE and, as 
appropriate, other agencies such as EPA and FWS.  The information gathered from these studies 
has been used to carefully evaluate potential environmental impacts, to further avoid and 
minimize environmental impacts, and as a basis for mitigation/reclamation planning. The 
extensive additional work performed by Holcim should alleviate many of the concerns that were 
raised by the commenters.  A complete list of the additional studies and information submitted to 
the USACE is listed in Appendix B of this document.   

In response to various comments and to compensate for potential impacts to aquatic resources, 
wildlife, and habitat, Holcim prepared a detailed on-site mitigation plan, revised the land 
reclamation strategy, and developed conservation measures.  Holcim has submitted to the 
USACE and MDNR a Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan that would create or enhance a total 
of approximately 61 acres of high-quality wetlands on the project site to replace the 
approximately 14 acres of mostly farmed wetlands that would be impacted by the project.  The 
wetland mitigation areas would be permanently protected by deed restrictions preventing any 
other uses.  Holcim has also revised and submitted to the USACE and MDNR its Long-Term 
Land Reclamation Strategy for the proposed quarry, which includes reconstruction of the hilly 
topography, at a lower elevation, and replacement of the intermittent stream systems, to the 
extent practical.  In addition, Holcim has submitted to the USACE and FWS a BA that proposes 
conservation measures to protect and enhance bird, fish, and wildlife habitat on the project site, 
including the buffer area, the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor, the southern Lee Island 
mitigation area, and reclaimed areas of the quarry.  The conservation measures, Wetland and 
Stream Mitigation Plan, and Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy would be integrated to 
ensure the project site, including the buffer area, is managed using a consistent habitat-based 
approach. 

This Response to Comments document consists of four parts.  Part I addresses the opposition 
comments organized by issue, Part II addresses comments raised by governmental agencies, Part 
III provides a summary and response to comments received from elected officials, and Part IV 
summarizes the supporting comments.  Due to the volume of comments and the similarity of 
many of the comments, it is not practical to separately identify and respond to each comment.  
Instead, Part I groups the comments – from agencies, organizations, citizens, and elected 
officials – by issue.  In this manner, Part I addresses the comments in a manageable format, 
avoiding excessive repetition.   
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Although Part I is organized by issue, individual commenters can be identified by using the 
cross-reference numbers in the parentheticals for each comment.  Each number corresponds to a 
commenter on one of the lists provided in Appendix A of this document.  With the volume of 
comments submitted, the cross-reference numbers may not necessarily constitute a complete list 
of all comments.   However, we believe this document identified and responded to all of the 
relevant comments.    
 
PART I, COMMENTS AND RESPONSES - ORGANIZED BY ISSUE 

2.0 Procedural Issues 

2.1 Deficiencies in Permit Application and Public Notice 

Comment:  Numerous commenters requested extension of the public comment period, which 
began on 6 November 2000 and was originally scheduled to end on 6 December 2000.  (8, 11, 
18, 20, 40, 41, 42, 49, 51, 53, 68, 69, 72, 73) 

Response:  There has been ample opportunity for public and agency comment on this project.  
The USACE first extended the comment period an additional 30 days, until 6 January 2001.  The 
USACE then accepted comments at a public workshop held on 24 January 2001, and advised 
attendees they had an additional ten days after the workshop to submit comments.  Thus, the 
formal comment period was extended until 5 February 2001 (providing a total comment period 
of 90 days).  Further, comments have been submitted to the USACE even after the close of the 
formal comment period.  All comments received during the official comment period are 
addressed within this response to comment document.  The comments that were received after 
the official public notice comment period and deemed relevant new information to the action are 
also addressed within this response to comment document.     

Comment:  A number of commenters stated that the permit application and/or public notice were 
insufficient and improper.  Various reasons were given.  (8, 17, 20, 22, 27, 28, 39) 

One commenter stated that the permit application is incomplete under 33 CFR 325.1(d) because 
it fails to identify other certifications and approvals required from federal, state, and local 
governments.  (27)  Two commenters stated that the  public notice did not contain information 
on other permits and certifications, as required by 33 CFR 325.3(a)(8).  (8, 27) 

Some commenters argued that the public notice omitted air quality issues entirely, in violation of 
33 CFR 320.4(a)(1), which requires consideration of all factors which may be relevant to the 
proposal.  (8, 20, 22, 25, 27, 28, 39, 78).   

One commenter stated that the public notice failed to indicate whether the USACE would 
consider the impacts of multiple construction and expansion proposals for the Ste. Genevieve 
County area, in violation of 40 CFR 1508.7.  (8) 

One commenter also stated there was no indication whether the USACE is preparing an EIS or 
EA, claiming notice to that effect is required by NEPA and the Endangered Species Act.  (8) 



 

 
 5

Response:  Under 33 CFR 323.5, the public notice must include sufficient information to give a 
clear understanding of the nature and magnitude of the activity to generate meaningful comment.  
The public notice, including the detailed drawings that were attached, met this requirement by 
fully describing the project and the potential impacts to regulated resources. 

There is no requirement in 33 CFR 325.3 to indicate whether the USACE would prepare an EIS 
or an EA.  However, at the end of the public notice, the USACE stated: “Comments are used in 
the preparation of an Environmental Assessment and/or an Environmental Impact Statement 
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act.”  This is adequate notice that the comments 
would be used in the NEPA process. 

The reference to “multiple construction and expansion proposals for the Ste. Genevieve County 
area” is unclear.  Although the USACE considers cumulative impacts in the Environmental 
Assessment, there is no requirement to identify other projects in the public notice.   

For a project such as this one, the primary purpose of 33 CFR 325.3(a)(8) is to inform the public 
that a water quality certification is required.  The public notice fulfilled this requirement, 
advising the public, among other things, of the address of the MDNR Water Pollution Control 
Program for submission of comments.  See “Water Quality Certification” on page 5 of public 
notice P-2259.  MDNR has confirmed that the public notice constituted a joint USACE-MDNR 
public notice for the water quality certification.   

In addition, the public notice advised of the requirements for coordination with FWS on 
endangered species, and coordination with the State Historic Preservation Office on cultural 
resources.   

In further response to these comments, the USACE requested Holcim to provide a list of all other 
permit requirements applicable to the project.  Holcim provided that list to the USACE in 
September 2001 (See Appendix C to this Response to Comments).  An article about the permit 
requirements for the project, which was based on the list provided by Holcim, was published in 
the Ste. Genevieve Herald, a local newspaper of general circulation, on 1 August 2001 (See 
Appendix C to this Response to Comments).   

Comment:  Several comments were received stating that the USACE’ Web site was both 
unavailable and incorrect during the early stages of the comment period, that the USACE 
improperly withheld various relevant records that are public records under the Freedom of 
Information Act (FOIA), and that FOIA requests were not filled in a timely manner and were not 
made available prior to the close of the comment period.  (8, 18, 20, 22, 40.) 

Response:  It is unknown whether or not the USACE Web site was unavailable or incorrect for 
some individuals during the early stages of the comment period.  Regardless, the USACE 
extended the comment period, provided another public notice advertising a public workshop and 
further extended the comment period.  Any individual experiencing difficulty during the early 
stage of the original public notice had ample time to respond with the additional comment 
periods.  In addition, any initial delay from the FOIA process was rendered inconsequential by 
extension of the public comment period, reopening of the comment period for the 24 January 
2001, public workshop and the ten-day period thereafter, and the fact that public comments have 
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been submitted and reviewed even after the official close of the formal public comment period.  
In addition, all comments received up to 1 May 2003 have been considered.  Thus, any initial 
delay in receiving information has not affected commenters’ ability to review documentation and 
develop comments.  The breadth and specificity of the comments demonstrates that the public 
has been well informed and allowed to participate extensively in the review of this project.     

Comment:  One commenter stated that more notice should be given to Illinois agencies and 
citizens, including the Illinois EPA. (25) 

Response:  The USACE followed its standard public notice procedures, including mailing the 
public notice to all interested parties and agencies.  Illinois agencies and citizens have been 
provided adequate notice and have been informed about the project.  A number of letters of 
opposition and support were submitted from Illinois organizations and citizens.  The Illinois EPA 
and Illinois Governor George Ryan initially submitted comments requesting an EIS based on 
concerns about air pollution.  However, on 8 March 2002, Governor Ryan submitted another 
comment letter supporting the project, acknowledging that air impacts would not be significant, 
and requesting permit issuance.  Additionally, prior to the submittal of the permit application and 
the issuance of the public notice, Holcim’s consultant – Harding ESE – coordinated with the 
Illinois Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) on various issues including threatened and 
endangered species.  

Comment:  Several commenters alleged that Holcim’s Companion Report, which accompanied 
the permit application, did not address all the issues sufficiently or was inaccurate in places.   (1, 
2, 4, 8, 22, 27, 39, 41, 54)  

Response:  Holcim voluntarily submitted the Companion Report with its 8 August 2000, permit 
application. The Companion Report was not required to be submitted with the permit 
application, but was prepared to better inform the relevant agencies and interested public about 
the project.  The Companion Report was designed to provide a description of the project, 
information about design alternatives that had been considered, a characterization of the project 
site, and preliminary environmental information.  Before preparing the Companion Report, 
Holcim’s consultant – Harding ESE – coordinated with the major resource agencies, including 
EPA, FWS, MDNR, MDC, and the USACE.  After obtaining these agencies’ views on the 
relevant environmental issues for investigation, Harding ESE proceeded with fieldwork and 
other information gathering and analysis.  The Companion Report was not intended to be the 
final environmental study for this project, but was rather a means to address the environmental 
issues initially raised by the agencies consulted.  After the Companion Report was submitted, 
agencies and commenters raised additional issues.  Holcim has responded to those additional 
issues by conducting supplementary studies under the supervision of the USACE.   

2.2 Public Hearing  

Comment:  Many comments were received requesting one or more public hearings.  (7, 8, 10, 12, 
14, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 22, 23, 24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 33, 36, 38, 39, 40, 42, 43, 45, 47, 50, 53, 
56, 58, 59, 60, 67, 68, 69, 70, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76) 
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Two commenters argued that USACE regulations (33 CFR 327.4) require a public hearing 
because of: the scope of the project, the level of controversy, and the limited availability of 
relevant information during the public comment period.  (8, 22) 

Several commenters argued that the public workshop would not fulfill the federal requirements 
for a public hearing.  (8, 17)  One commenter contended that the public workshop was an 
opportunity for Holcim to enhance its public relations, and did not provide the public with a full 
and fair opportunity to air its concerns, even though environmental organizations were permitted 
to present materials and discuss their concerns with the USACE and Holcim representatives.  
(22) Another commenter stated that the purpose of the public workshop was to co-opt the need 
for a public hearing and justify reasons for granting the permit.  (25) 

Many commenters stated that public hearings should be held in both Missouri and Illinois 
because the project would have substantial impacts in both states.  One commenter 
recommended hearings in both states due to the scope of the project, the level of controversy, 
increased restrictions due to air quality impacts, and impacts on long-term eco-tourism potential 
for the region.  (7, 8, 10, 14, 20, 22, 23, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30, 33, 38, 43, 45, 47, 50, 67) 

One commenter requested a public hearing in the St. Louis metro area (St. Louis and Jefferson 
County), as well as Ste. Genevieve County.  (74) 

Response:  The USACE is not required to hold a public hearing when the public comments have 
adequately informed the USACE of the issues.  See, e.g., 33 CFR 327.4; Friends of the Payette v. 
Horseshoe Bend Hydroelectric Co., 988 F2d. 989, 996-97 (9th Cir. 1993).  The many comments 
submitted to the USACE on this project have adequately identified the issues for consideration 
and resolution during the USACE environmental review and permitting process.  The comments 
have covered the entire range of potential issues involved with the project, and as a result, the 
USACE may legitimately determine that a public hearing would provide no new information.  
Furthermore, there is no requirement to hold a public hearing simply to provide a forum for 
opposition to a project.  Id.   

The USACE’ decision not to hold a public hearing is supported by the fact that a public 
workshop was held.  An informal public workshop offers benefits that a public hearing may not, 
such as encouraging attendance and questions by individual citizens who might otherwise be 
reluctant to make a formal (transcribed) statement before an audience.  In addition, 
environmental groups that opposed the project were provided table space at the public workshop 
to provide their views about the project to the USACE and the public.   

As part of the water quality certification process, MDNR held a public hearing on 24 June 2002, 
and received written comments.  Holcim provided the USACE with the transcript of the MDNR 
public hearing, the written comments submitted to MDNR, and Holcim’s responses to those 
comments.  The USACE has reviewed the MDNR transcript and taken applicable comments into 
consideration on the overall permit evaluation.  In a supplemental comment dated 10 September 
2002, several commenters also submitted portions of the water quality certification appeal record 
to the USACE for its consideration.  (8, 17, 20, 22, 25)  As is evident from the transcript and 
comments, the MDNR public hearing was used by the project opposition to raise a wide range of 
issues, including the EIS issue and issues relating to air quality impacts, as well as water-related 
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issues.  In general, the issues raised at the MDNR public hearing were the same as the opposition 
had already raised in comments to the USACE.  The MDNR public hearing did not result in the 
identification of significant new issues.  In any event, the USACE has considered the information 
generated by the MDNR public hearing process as an additional reason supporting a 
determination that the USACE is not required to hold its own public hearing.  Fund for Animals, 
Inc. v. Rice, 85 F.3d 535 (11th Cir. 1996).       

The USACE has also considered information from MDNR’s 19-21 February 2003 state land 
reclamation permit application hearing.  The land reclamation hearing was an adjudicatory 
hearing held to determine whether the state should issue Holcim’s application for a state land 
reclamation permit to operate the proposed quarry.  At this time, final decision by the state Land 
Reclamation Commission is pending, but the USACE has received and reviewed the transcript of 
the hearing and Holcim’s exhibits.  These materials provide important information, such as the 
testimony of the MDNR Land Reclamation Commission Staff Director and other experts, that 
Holcim’s quarry will not adversely impact neighbors or cause significant environmental impacts.  
Consideration of the state’s land reclamation hearing also supports the USACE decision not to 
hold a public hearing. 

The USACE would also point out there have been many other opportunities for public 
participation with regard to this project.  In addition to the public comments and the public 
workshop, the USACE met with local residents at Karen Holden’s home.  Holcim has provided 
many tours of the property to numerous parties, including members of the media, local residents, 
environmental group members, and others.  Holcim also formed a Citizens Advisory Committee 
to serve as a liaison between Holcim and the community to ensure that local residents have an 
ongoing opportunity to comment on the project and work with Holcim to address issues as they 
arise.  In addition, Holcim has met several times with local residents to listen and respond to 
specific issues.  Finally, on 29 November 2002, representatives of environmental groups who 
oppose the project and their attorney met personally with the USACE, including the District 
Engineer, to provide their views about the project.   

2.3 Timing of Permit Review or Decision  

Comment:  Several commenters stated that it is not appropriate for the USACE to consider 
Holcim’s permit application at this time.  (8, 14, 15, 17, 18, 20, 27)  Most of these commenters 
relied on 33 CFR 320.4(j)(1) for the proposition that the USACE permitting process should be 
conducted concurrently with permitting by other agencies.  (8, 9, 17, 18, 20, 27) 

Two commenters opined that the USACE should, at a minimum, defer issuance of its permit 
until the MDNR makes a decision on Holcim’s air permit. (8, 27)  One commenter claimed that 
the MDNR is recommending denial of Holcim’s air permit, and, in light of the serious concerns 
raised by the MDNR, it would be improper for the USACE to proceed without coordinating with 
all state and federal agencies, in Missouri and Illinois. (27)  At present, the MDNR is continuing 
to evaluate Holcim’s permit.   

Several commenters stated that time is not of the essence, so the USACE permit review 
timeframe could be extended.  (14, 15) 
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Response:  The USACE is following appropriate procedure under its regulations.  While 33 CFR 
320.4(j)(1) states that processing by the USACE shall normally proceed concurrently with 
processing of other federal, state, and local permits, the rule also provides that final action will 
not normally be delayed pending action by other agencies.  The USACE has been processing 
Holcim’s 404/401/10 permit application while Holcim’s air permit application and land 
reclamation permit application have been pending with MDNR.  There is no requirement or 
reason for the USACE to defer issuance of its permit until MDNR completes its action on 
Holcim’s air or land reclamation permits applications.  MDNR must follow its own regulations, 
which are not dependent on the USACE’ action, and the USACE can make its decision without 
final action by the MDNR air and land reclamation programs.  Even if the USACE permit were 
issued, Holcim would not be able to proceed with any work for which MDNR air or land 
reclamation permits are required until those permits are issued.  The process would ensure that 
the appropriate regulatory agency programs would address all relevant environmental issues.   

In addition, it should be noted that since the close of the formal comment period in February 
2001, Holcim has conducted additional studies at the USACE’ request and submitted them to the 
USACE for review.  This has helped ensure careful and deliberate consideration of all relevant 
issues.       

2.4 Project Segmentation and “Piecemeal” Review 

Comment:  Several commenters said that Holcim was improperly segmenting the project or 
obtaining “piecemeal” review of the project, thwarting effective NEPA review.  These 
commenters argued that the access road authorized by the USACE under a Nationwide Permit 
should have been considered as part of the overall project still under public notice, rather than 
having been authorized separately.  The commenters stated that disturbing the character of the 
site on a piecemeal basis before the USACE conducted a full NEPA review was improper.  (3, 8, 
20, 22)  

One commenter stated that the effect of the USACE having issued Nationwide Permit 14 
(NWP 14) for the road construction was to piecemeal the project, even if unintended. (20) The 
commenter alleged that Holcim and the USACE did not allow site visit participants to see the 
road under construction, so it was impossible to determine if Holcim was staying within the 
limits of NWP 14.  Another commenter claimed that Holcim was subtly undermining the NEPA 
process by seeking several “minor” permits that avoid NEPA review, specifically, the NWP 14 
to construct a road. (22) The commenter also claimed that Holcim’s requested expansion of its 
quarry permit would achieve a similar purpose, and referenced a Notice of Violation issued by 
MDNR on January 15, 2001.   A commenter stated that the granting of Nationwide Permits #13 
and 14 on September 28, 2000, was improper because it is impossible to judge the adverse 
impacts on endangered species until a full EIS has been performed on the area in question.  (8)  

The commenters generally requested the USACE stay the NWP 14 and any further activities at 
the site until a full NEPA review could be completed.  (3, 8, 20, 22) 

Response:  The access road does not constitute piecemealing of the project.  The access road was 
constructed to sub grade during October 2000 - August 2001 in order to provide safe and direct 
access through the project site to the former quarry and the Mississippi River.  Before the access 
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road was constructed, the only way to reach the Mississippi River by land was over private 
gravel roads and a weight-limited bridge outside the project site.  The access road was 
legitimately authorized under NWP 14 (linear transportation projects).  NWP 13 (bank 
stabilization) was not applicable.  All of the USACE’ nationwide permits have already been 
subject to blanket NEPA review and it has been determined that activities authorized by them do 
not have a significant impact on the environment.   

The access road has independent utility apart from the project in providing a means to enter the 
site.  The construction of the access road does not commit Holcim to the project or make it more 
likely that the USACE would issue a favorable decision.  Holcim undertook to construct the 
access road knowing that the USACE could deny the requested permit.  If Holcim does not 
receive the necessary USACE and MDNR permits for the project, the access road would still 
allow development of the property for alternative uses.  Therefore, the access road is not an 
improper attempt to circumvent or undermine NEPA review.  Although not required to be 
analyzed as a project component, Holcim has evaluated the access road in various studies and in 
the USACE Environmental Assessment, to ensure all potential environmental issues are 
addressed.  

2.5 Water Quality Certification  

Comment:  The MDNR Water Pollution Control Program stated that Holcim had not submitted 
an application for water quality certification to the MDNR pursuant to state regulation 10 CSR 
20-6.060.  (3) 

Response:  Under previous USACE individual permit evaluations, the joint public notice has 
always triggered MDNR response and review of applicable Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification.  Regardless, after receipt of this comment, Holcim submitted an application to the 
MDNR Water Pollution Control Program office.  Subsequently, the MDNR issued a Section 401 
water quality certification to Holcim on 10 July 2001.  On 10 August 2001, several 
environmental groups appealed the original MDNR certification.  An adjudicatory hearing was 
held on 14-15 November 2001.  On 19 March 2002, the Missouri Clean Water Commission 
withdrew the original certification because of MDNR’s failure to hold a public hearing before 
issuance and MDNR’s failure to require a mitigation plan with Holcim’s application for the 
certification.  On 26 March 2002, Holcim submitted a new application to MDNR for a water 
quality certification accompanied by a revised Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan.  On 17 May 
2002, MDNR issued a notice of public hearing and provided an opportunity for public comment 
on Holcim’s new application for a water quality certification.  A public hearing was held in Ste. 
Genevieve County on 24 June 2002, and written comments were accepted by MDNR until 1 July 
2002.  MDNR issued a new water quality certification (with conditions) for the project on         
13 November 2002.     

3.0 Requests for Additional Information  

Comment:  Many commenters stated that more information was required on different aspects of 
the project.  (1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 10, 12, 17, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26, 40, 45, 53, 54, 60, 81, 117, 119)  
Many commenters claimed that an EIS was required in order to develop the necessary additional 
information.  For example, EPA commented that an EIS should be prepared because the existing 
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environmental analysis (the Companion Report submitted with the permit application) was not 
sufficient for a project of this scale.  Among other things, EPA said that substantially more 
information was needed on mining plan alternatives, overburden site disposal alternatives, and 
off-site alternatives, and proposed an investigation to examine the potential impacts of the 
project based upon “10 ecological processes.”  FWS stated that additional analysis was required 
to determine direct and indirect impacts of the cement plant on the upstream and downstream 
movement of aquatic species.  FWS echoed EPA’s request for information on alternatives, 
including expansion of Holcim’s Clarksville, Missouri cement plant.  Other commenters made 
numerous requests for additional information as well.  Several commenters said there should be 
additional research on endangered species, air quality issues, and impacts on Native American 
sites before the permit could be issued.  Two commenters said that plant surveys should be 
conducted in the spring, summer, and fall. 

At a 15 February 2001, inter-agency coordination meeting attended by most of the government 
agencies concerned with this project, the USACE informed the agencies that it would require 
Holcim to perform additional work and conduct further studies.  The USACE provided the 
agencies a list of the work that would be required and indicated that each of the agencies had an 
opportunity to comment and/or modify the list.  Afterwards, several agencies submitted 
additional comments.  EPA recommended that Holcim explore alternatives that utilize existing 
plants throughout the United States.  EPA again recommended the ecological study addressed in 
its initial comments.  EPA recommended study of initial, secondary, and cumulative impacts to 
waters of the United States, identification of critical habitats with buffers placed around them, 
more study of barging and dredging effects, and study of impacts on migratory birds.   

MDC also submitted comments requesting additional information.  MDC stated that additional 
field observations would likely show more species and communities of conservation concern, but 
cautioned that surveys should take place during times of the year other than May-October, such 
as the salamander breeding season in late winter and early spring.  MDC requested information 
about neotropical bird habitat, analysis of impacts to Mississippi River substrates and side 
channel habitats, and a more comprehensive BA.  MDC also stated a concern that additional 
studies for ferns and cave organisms might be difficult to implement due to construction of the 
access road and any associated blasting activity.   

Response:  In response to these comments and USACE requests, Holcim conducted numerous 
studies to provide additional information for consideration in the permitting process.   

First, however, the function of the Companion Report should be addressed.  Holcim voluntarily 
submitted the Companion Report with its 8 August 2000, permit application.  The Companion 
Report was not required to be submitted with the permit application, but was prepared to better 
inform the relevant agencies and interested public about the project.  The Companion Report was 
designed to provide a description of the project, information about design alternatives that had 
been considered, a characterization of the project site, and preliminary environmental 
information.  Before preparing the Companion Report, Holcim’s consultant – Harding ESE – 
coordinated with the major resource agencies, including EPA, FWS, MDNR, MDC, and the 
USACE.  After obtaining these agencies’ views on the relevant environmental issues for 
investigation, Harding ESE proceeded with fieldwork and other information gathering and 
analysis.  The Companion Report was not intended to be the final environmental study for this 
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project, but was rather a means to address the environmental issues initially raised by the 
agencies consulted.  After the Companion Report was submitted, agencies and commenters 
raised additional issues.  Holcim has responded to those additional issues by conducting 
additional studies under the supervision of the USACE.  Holcim has also prepared an 
Environmental Assessment that discusses all required issues in light of all the information 
developed about the project and the site.    

A complete list of all studies and analyses performed by Holcim for the project is provided in 
Appendix B.  The following list briefly summarizes some of the studies/plans that have been 
conducted/prepared since Spring 2001:           

• Aquatic Resource and Water Quality Characterization Report, with Addendum 
• Vegetation Survey and Community Type Map 
• BA 
• Bat Survey 
• Short-Term Site Assessment and Avian Population Survey  
• Summer Breeding Bird Site Assessment and Avian Population Survey 
• Avian Fall and Winter Site Assessment and Population Survey 
• Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy (revised) 
• Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan 
• Amphibian and Reptile Relocation Study 
• Supplemental Alternatives Analyses   
• Water Resources and Hydrology Report  
• Mercury Air Emissions Report 

These additional studies and analyses were utilized by the USACE to prepare the EA.  The 
additional studies and work, culminating in the EA, thoroughly and effectively respond to the 
comments requesting additional information.  For example, EPA, FWS and others’ requests for 
further alternatives analysis have been met by Holcim’s Supplemental Alternatives Analyses.  
Similarly, MDC’s request for a BA has been fulfilled.  

The substance of the additional information developed by Holcim is discussed in more detail in 
the context of responses to specific comments.   

4.0 Environmental Impact Statement  

Comment:  Many commenters said that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) should be 
prepared.  Commenters who requested an EIS included elected government officials such as 
Governor Holden of Missouri; government agencies including EPA, FWS, MDNR, and MDC; 
various environmental or nature groups, and numerous individuals.  (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8 (109 form 
letters forwarded by this commenter), 9, 10, 11, 12, 14 (145 form letters forwarded by this 
commenter), 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20 (80 form letters forwarded by this commenter), 21, 22, 23, 24, 
26, 28, 29, 30, 31, 33, 45, 47, 50, 53, 54, 57, 60, 62, 63, 64. 66, 68, 69, 70, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 
79, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 90 (a grouping of 7 form letters), 91 (a grouping of 87 form letters), 
97, 99, 117, 119, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 159, 170).  However, it should be noted that 
many commenters, including a number of elected officials, stated that an EIS was not necessary, 
and supported the preparation of an Environmental Assessment (see Part III). 
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Response:  Holcim prepared and submitted an EA to the USACE.  The USACE independently 
evaluated Holcim’s EA for incorporation in the USACE EA.   

In the context of a specific project to be approved by federal permit, an EIS is only required 
when the project constitutes a “major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment.”  42 USC 4332(C) (NEPA section 102(C)); 40 CFR 1502.3.  Holcim 
contends that this project does not qualify as a “major federal action significantly affecting the 
quality of the human environment” because the project: (1) was designed, (2) has been modified, 
and (3) would be implemented to avoid, minimize, and mitigate environmental impacts.  In 
particular, Holcim’s comprehensive mitigation – including wetland and stream mitigation, land 
reclamation, conservation measures, stormwater controls, and large buffer area – is a valid, well-
accepted procedure for ensuring that environmental impacts would not be significant.  See, e.g., 
Audubon Society of Central Arkansas v. Dailey, 977 F.2d 428, 435-36 (8th Cir. 1992) (“An 
agency may certainly base its decision of ‘no significant impact’ on mitigating measures to be 
undertaken by a third party [the applicant].”)  In addition, the USACE will impose mandatory 
permit conditions to ensure mitigation is successfully implemented and environmental impacts 
are not significant. 

In addition, an EIS is not necessary to gather or analyze all the information that Holcim has 
developed about the project.  Under NEPA, an Environmental Assessment considers the same 
information and environmental impacts that would be considered by an EIS.  40 CFR 
1508.9(a)(2), (b) (an Environmental Assessment aids an agency’s compliance with NEPA when 
no EIS is necessary, and shall include brief discussions of the environmental impacts of the 
proposed action).  In light of the additional studies performed by Holcim, the project 
modifications, and Holcim’s proposed mitigation, an Environmental Assessment is the 
appropriate NEPA process for this project.   

Comment:  Various elected officials who requested an EIS stated one or more of the following 
reasons:     

• An EIS would evaluate the potential for significant adverse environmental impacts on 
wetlands, flood plains, wildlife, unique ecological areas, cultural resources, air quality, 
and other aspects of the environment.  Many comments highlighted the importance of air 
quality concerns. 

• An EIS would collectively address the numerous federal and state permitting decisions 
required for the project; 

• An EIS would maximize objective analysis and public involvement in an organized 
fashion.  

See also section 13.0 of this Response to Comments.   

Response:  Most of the elected officials who requested an EIS submitted their comments before 
Holcim: (1) modified the project to avoid North and Hickory Hollows, Isle du Bois Creek, and 
Isle du Bois Creek wetlands, (2) performed additional studies to obtain more in-depth knowledge 
of the site, (3) prepared a detailed Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan that, among other things, 
proposes to create and enhance a total of approximately 61 acres of wetlands to replace 
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approximately 14 acres of wetlands that would be impacted by the project, (4) revised the Long-
Term Land Reclamation Strategy, which is also part of Holcim’s proposed compensatory 
mitigation, (5) developed proposed conservation measures, as set out in the BA, to protect and 
manage the buffer area and other habitat on-site, and (6) designed stormwater controls to ensure 
runoff from the project site would not adversely impact Isle du Bois Creek or the Mississippi 
River, as reflected in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report.   

The comments of the elected officials that were made early in the process were simply not based 
on all the information that is now available.  The more recent comments of many of the elected 
officials take into consideration the additional information developed about the project.  For 
example, on 8 March 2002, Illinois Governor George Ryan submitted a letter to the USACE 
supporting the project and withdrawing his previous request for an EIS, based on the “Alpine [air 
modeling] study, as well as the many other studies and plans promulgated by Holcim…” 

As discussed in the following paragraphs, the reasons provided by the elected officials for doing 
an EIS have either been addressed by project modifications and additional information, or are not 
relevant.   

First, many of the elected officials believed that the project might have the potential for 
significant adverse environmental impacts, including impacts on wetlands, flood plains, unique 
ecological areas, and cultural resources.  However, Holcim has followed the principles of 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation to ensure that the project would not have significant 
adverse impacts on the quality of the human environment.  For example, Holcim originally 
designed the project with a large buffer area that would be preserved in its natural state, selected 
a small harbor and in-river fleeting design that minimized wetland impacts, and configured the 
cement plant to minimize impact on the Isle du Bois Creek area.  Then, after the public 
comments were submitted, Holcim further modified the project to avoid North and Hickory 
Hollows, Isle du Bois Creek, and Isle du Bois Creek wetlands.  These changes also increased the 
buffer area to approximately 2,200 acres, or more than half the project site.  Along with 
stormwater controls developed by Holcim, these changes eliminated any direct or indirect 
adverse impacts to Isle du Bois Creek.   

Further, based on additional studies, Holcim developed a comprehensive mitigation program – 
including the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, the Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy, 
the conservation measures in the BA, and the stormwater controls for the quarry, cement plant, 
and fill areas – to ensure that potential direct and indirect adverse impacts would not be 
significant.  Because Holcim has adequately mitigated the significance of any impacts, an EIS is 
not required.        

Second, concerns about collectively addressing the permit decisions of other agencies or 
maximizing public participation are not valid reasons for doing an EIS if an EIS is not legally 
required.  The fundamental legal issue in determining whether an EIS is required is whether the 
project is a major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.  As 
stated, the USACE required Holcim to follow the principles of sequencing, a process that 
required Holcim to evaluate all possible measures to avoid jurisdictional impacts before secondly 
minimizing unavoidable impacts and third, offering compensatory mitigation for remaining 
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impacts.  The sequencing process is an effective tool to minimize the projects potential 
significant impacts on the quality of the human environment.   

In addition, an EIS does not necessarily provide any greater opportunity than an Environmental 
Assessment to collectively address the permit decisions of other agencies.  An Environmental 
Assessment can address all the relevant permitting decisions associated with a project.  40 CFR 
1508.9(a)(2), (b) (an Environmental Assessment aids an agency’s compliance with NEPA when 
no EIS is necessary, and shall include brief discussions of the environmental impacts of the 
proposed action …  and a listing of agencies and persons consulted).  Moreover, Missouri does 
not have a state law equivalent of NEPA.  Typically, each state agency follows its own 
regulations independently.  For example, the MDNR Air Pollution Control Program evaluates 
potential air impacts and processes Holcim’s air permit application in accordance with its own 
regulations, regardless of whether the USACE performs an EIS or an Environmental 
Assessment.  Similarly, the MDNR Land Reclamation Program processes Holcim’s application 
for a land reclamation permit separately from and without consideration of the USACE’ 
environmental review under NEPA.          

Furthermore, the elected officials’ concerns about maximizing objective analysis and public 
involvement have been met by the extensive comments submitted on the project, the careful 
consideration of those comments by the USACE and Holcim, and the additional studies 
performed by Holcim.  There have been many opportunities for public participation with regard 
to this project.  First and foremost, there was an extended public comment period and a public 
workshop. Environmental groups that opposed the project were provided table space to 
participate at the public workshop and provide their views about the project to the public and the 
USACE.  In addition, MDNR held a public hearing and received written comments as part of the 
water quality certification process, and that information was provided to the USACE.  Further, 
Holcim has willingly provided many tours of the property to numerous parties, including 
members of the media, local residents, environmental group members, and others.  Holcim has 
also met with local residents at the project site and as part of the Citizens Advisory Committee 
formed by Holcim to receive input about the project. Finally, on 29 November 2002, 
representatives of environmental groups who oppose the project and their attorney met 
personally with the USACE, including the District Engineer, to provide their views about the 
project.   

The issues that have been investigated by Holcim in numerous additional studies were identified 
with input from the public, the elected officials, and various agencies including EPA, FWS, 
MDNR, MDC, and the USACE.  As this Response to Comments and the EA show, a wide range 
of issues has been identified and objectively studied and analyzed.  There is no valid public 
participation rationale for an EIS where the issues have been well defined by agency and public 
comment and addressed by additional study and high mitigation ratios. 

Finally, it should be noted that many of the comments were motivated primarily by concern 
about potential impacts to air quality, and specifically the St. Louis area’s ozone nonattainment 
status.  However, air quality issues may be addressed in an EA as well as an EIS. 

Comment:  Many commenters believed an EIS is necessary to obtain additional information 
about potential environmental consequences.  Some topics identified for study through an EIS 
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included: water quality impacts, wetland losses, alternatives for mitigation, air quality effects, 
cumulative effects on human health as well as to the ecosystem, and effects on the migratory bird 
population.  (1, 2, 4, 5, 6.3, 6.11, 6.20, 6.24, 7, 8.49, 10, 12, 14 (145 form letters forwarded by 
this commenter), 17, 19, 20 (80 form letters forwarded by this commenter), 21, 22, 23, 25, 28, 
30, 40, 45, 53, 54, 56, 60, 67, 80, 81, 83, 118, 119, 170) 

Response:  As addressed more fully above, Holcim conducted many additional studies and 
expended considerable effort to obtain additional information considered necessary by the 
USACE, and to respond to questions and issues raised by various comments.  Most of the 
specific topics suggested have been studied.  See List of Studies, Appendix B.  Holcim contends 
the additional studies demonstrate that an EIS is not required, by showing that the project – 
including the proposed mitigation – would not have significant adverse impacts on the quality of 
the human environment.  As discussed in our EA and herein, the USACE concurs. 

Comment:  Many commenters believed that an EIS is warranted because the project is 
“significant” under applicable regulations.  These commenters variously alleged that one or more 
of the following “significance” factors listed in 40 CFR 1508.27 supported performing an EIS:    

• Adverse impacts.  Commenters argued the project would result in adverse economic 
effects, by causing more stringent air pollution restrictions in the St. Louis area, as well 
as loss of tourism and recreation along a relatively undeveloped section of the Mississippi 
River. (1, 8, 22).  Commenters also alleged that water pollution impacts would further 
impair the quality of the Mississippi River, including wetland impacts, annual dredging, 
impacts to Isle du Bois Creek, destruction of surface water flow through the site, and 
impacts to 18,000 linear feet [3.4 miles; now 3.2 miles after project modifications] of 
jurisdictional streams.  (8) 

• Impact on public health and safety.  This issue was only raised in connection with the 
project’s air emissions.  Emissions of concern include nitrogen oxides, particulates, sulfur 
dioxide, carbon monoxide, and hazardous air pollutants, such as mercury, dioxin, 
chlorine, and metals.  (1, 8, 22, 23, 24, 26, 27, 28, 43, 47, 82, 118, 119) 

• Unique characteristics of the geographic area.  Commenters alleged that the project site 
is a pristine area and there would be impacts to the “unusually large tract” of 
unfragmented forest, steep rugged hollows, historic and cultural resources, ecologically 
rich habitat, and wetlands. (1, 2, 4, 7, 8 (109 form letters forwarded by this commenter), 
9, 14 (176 form letters forwarded by this commenter), 16, 17, 20 (80 form letters 
forwarded by this commenter), 22, 23, 27, 28, 31, 33, 34, 37, 38, 39, 47, 54, 57, 60, 79, 
103, 116, 117, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 170 ).  One commenter stated that any action 
which substantially affects the depth or course of streams, plant life, wildlife habitats, fish 
and wildlife, and the soil and air “significantly affects the quality of the human 
environment.”  The commenter stressed the importance of impacts to wetlands in making 
the significance determination.  (22) 

• The degree of controversy. (1, 8, 9, 12, 20, 21, 22, 25, 30, 82, 83, 138, 139, 140, 141, 
142, 143) 
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• The degree to which effects are uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks.  (1) 

• The degree to which the action may establish a precedent. (1) 

• Cumulative impacts.  Commenters alleged that the project is one of several cement plant 
projects (new construction or expansion) reportedly under consideration in the area.  (1, 
2, 4, 8, 22, 25, 27, 30, 79, 91 (a grouping of 87 form letters), 97) 

• Impact on significant cultural or historical resources, with five sites mentioned in the 
public notice.  (1, 8, 10, 11, 12, 17, 22, 23, 27, 29, 30, 33, 43, 47, 69, 72, 81, 117) 

• Impact on endangered or threatened species or habitat.  One commenter stated that the 
potential impacts to species and their habitat are alone so substantial as to be significant 
for purposes of requiring an EIS.  (1, 8, 10, 11, 12, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 27, 28, 
30, 33, 38, 43, 47, 50, 56, 60, 67, 69, 70, 72) 

• Threats of environmental violations.  Several commenters stated that air emissions would 
likely cause the bi-state St. Louis region to remain in violation of or further violate the 
national ozone air quality standards.  (1, 8, 22) 

Response:  With regard to the alleged “significance” of the potential environmental impacts, 
many of the comments were made: (1) without a full understanding of the existing condition of 
the property, (2) without knowledge or recognition of the mitigation that would be incorporated 
into the project, (3) before Holcim made project modifications to reduce impacts, or (4) before 
Holcim performed certain additional work or studies that demonstrate impacts would not be 
potentially significant.   

The project does not meet any of the aspects of significance in 40 CFR 1508.27, especially 
considering: (a) the extent to which Holcim has avoided and minimized impacts, (b) the 
comprehensive mitigation – including wetland and stream mitigation, land reclamation, 
conservation measures, stormwater controls, and large buffer area – that would be an integral 
part, and (c) the mandatory permit conditions the USACE will impose to ensure mitigation is 
successfully implemented and environmental impacts are not significant.  Mitigation is a valid, 
well-accepted procedure for ensuring that environmental impacts would not be significant.  See, 
e.g., Audubon Society of Central Arkansas v. Dailey, 977 F.2d 428, 435-36 (8th Cir. 1992) (“An 
agency may certainly base its decision of ‘no significant impact’ on mitigating measures to be 
undertaken by a third party [the applicant].”)   

A brief review of each of the ten criteria for significance in 40 CFR 1508.27 shows that none 
apply to this project:  

1.  Adverse impacts.  Many impacts have been avoided and minimized.  Before the permit 
application, for example, Holcim selected a small harbor design that minimized wetland impacts.  
After the public notice, Holcim further modified the project to avoid North and Hickory 
Hollows, Isle du Bois Creek, and Isle du Bois Creek wetlands.  Along with stormwater controls, 
these changes eliminate direct adverse impacts to Isle du Bois Creek, which was a primary 
concern of many commenters, including agencies such as EPA.  Holcim’s comprehensive 
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mitigation – including the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, the Long-Term Land 
Reclamation Strategy, the conservation measures in the BA, and the stormwater controls 
described in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report – as well as the approximately 2,200 
acre buffer area that would be preserved in its natural state – would further ensure that potential 
direct and indirect adverse impacts are not significant. 

2.  Degree of effect on public health and safety.  No effect on public health and safety has been 
alleged except for the effects of potential air emissions.  However, the project would comply 
with all applicable federal and state air quality and control standards, which are protective of 
human health (including the most sensitive members of the population) and the environment.  
Further, both Holcim and EPA/MDNR modeling results demonstrate that project air emissions 
would not significantly contribute to ozone air quality problems in the St. Louis nonattainment 
area.  3.  Unique characteristics of the geographic area.  There are wetlands on the project site, 
but most of the wetlands that would be impacted by the project have been previously disturbed 
and degraded by past and current farming operations.  Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation 
Plan would ensure that impacted wetlands are mitigated on an overall basis at a greater than one-
to-one ratio, with a total of approximately 61 acres of high-quality wetlands being created or 
enhanced to replace the approximately 14 acres of degraded wetlands that would be taken for the 
project.  The only other aquatic resources that would be directly affected are the jurisdictional 
intermittent streams, seeps, and springs in the proposed quarry.  These impacts would be 
mitigated in accordance with Holcim’s mitigation and reclamation plans.  It should also be noted 
that most of the uplands area is not jurisdictional, but is still being considered by the USACE 
under this review.  In addition, Holcim would also maintain an approximately 2,200 acre buffer 
area in its natural state except for beneficial conservation measures.  The buffer area serves as a 
large contiguous tract of land that would provide quality habitat for birds and wildlife.     

Furthermore, it must be recognized that the project site and surrounding area is not pristine, as 
evidenced by the following: 

• The site is located just to the south of AmerenUE’s Rush Island electric power generating 
plant, which serves Ste. Genevieve and Jefferson Counties.  The Rush Island plant 
smokestack is visible from various places on the project site.  Rush Island’s 120-acre 
flyash disposal pond extends to within 200 feet of Isle du Bois Creek and the project site 
boundary.       

• A large limestone quarry – Brickeys Stone – is located about a mile south of the project 
site on the Mississippi River.  This quarry produces more than two million tons of 
limestone per year. 

• An active, frequently used main line of the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) 
Railroad traverses the entire site along the base of the Mississippi River bluffs. 

• Numerous tows consisting of fifteen or more barges traverse this reach of the Mississippi 
River on a daily basis. 

• The site was the location of a now-abandoned limestone quarry from the 1960s to the 
early 1980s.   
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• A substantial amount of overburden and tailings from the former quarry was deposited in 
large piles on about 20 acres of Lee Island flood plain at and near the location of the 
proposed harbor.   

• The former quarry also had a USACE-permitted barge fleeting and loading operation on 
the Mississippi River.  The ramp down to the Mississippi River and the road leading to it 
still exist on the property. 

• Another abandoned quarry about 3-4 acres in size was operated in a hollow near the 
eastern boundary of the proposed quarry, just to the west of the railroad tracks about 
midway down Lee Island. 

• There is a large abandoned architectural stone quarry a few hundred yards south of 
Morrison Hollow at the southern end of the project site along the river between the 
railroad tracks and the bluff. 

• There is a small active marble quarry – the Arch Johnston Marble Quarry - directly 
adjacent to the project site on the north side. 

• A previous landowner constructed an 8-foot high low-water crossing in Isle du Bois 
Creek that effectively dams water upstream behind it and blocks fish passage during the 
majority of the year.   

• A previous landowner constructed an access road along the south side of Isle du Bois 
Creek.  Because the access road had no culverts, it blocked the drainage from two of the 
three jurisdictional intermittent streams in the proposed quarry area to Isle du Bois Creek 
(through Raddy Hollow and Hollow A).   

• When Holcim acquired the project site, there were several areas where trash/junk had 
accumulated over the years.  One of those areas was an open garbage dump adjacent to 
Wetland L in Hollow L along Isle du Bois Creek.  Holcim cleaned up these areas, 
including the garbage dump, collecting more than 30 tractor-trailer truckloads of garbage, 
some dilapidated buildings, old cars, and abandoned equipment.     

• The site is traversed by dirt and gravel roads that were constructed and maintained by 
previous landowners along the tops of most of the ridges. 

• The site has been selectively logged in the past by previous landowners (and portions 
would still be logged today by leaseholders if Holcim had not halted or suspended 
logging rights pending a permit decision). 

• For many years, most of the Lee Island flood plain and areas along Isle du Bois Creek 
have been farmed (farming is continuing pending a permit decision). 

4.  Degree to which effects on the environment are likely to be controversial.  The fact that there 
is opposition to a project does not automatically necessitate an EIS.  The “degree of controversy” 
factor refers to instances where a substantial dispute exists as to the environmental impacts of the 



 

 
 20

project rather than mere opposition to or controversy over the project itself.  Friends of the 
Ompompanoosuc v. FERC, 968 F.2d 1549, 1557 (2nd Cir. 1992).  Considering the original and 
additional studies conducted by Holcim, there is sufficient information available about the 
project to clearly identify the potential environmental impacts. 

5.  Degree to which the effects on the human environment are highly uncertain or involve unique 
or unknown risks.  The potential impacts of harbor construction and quarry operations on 
wetlands and upland intermittent streams are well understood, and do not involve uncertain or 
unknown risks.  Impacts to degraded wetlands and ephemeral to intermittent tributaries are 
routinely authorized with appropriate mitigation.  Holcim would compensate for impacts through 
standard mitigation, reclamation, and conservation measures and techniques.  Holcim’s air 
permit would ensure the plant complies with all applicable federal and state air quality and 
control standards, which are protective of human health (including the most sensitive members 
of the population) and the environment. 

6.  Degree to which the action may establish a precedent.  The USACE would make an 
individual decision on the project based on whether Holcim’s avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation is sufficient to ensure that environmental impacts would not be significant.  The 
decision would have no precedential value.   

7.  Whether the action is cumulatively significant.  The avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
for this project would ensure it is not cumulatively significant.  Any cumulative impacts to water 
quality would primarily occur in the Mississippi River, which is a large, turbid system unlikely 
to be significantly impacted by the project, even in combination with the few past, present, or 
reasonably foreseeable projects in the same geographic area that could be considered to have 
similar impacts.  Cumulative impacts to forest cover or wildlife habitat would also not be 
significant with associated reclamation and stream mitigation actions sequentially occurring after 
each phase of quarry operations.  The project, including non-jurisdictional upland habitats, 
would be mitigated by compensatory actions.  See full discussion in section 9.0 of this Response 
to Comments. 

8.  Degree of effect on cultural or historical resources.  There is only one historic or cultural 
resource site that would be directly impacted by the project.  On 2 January 2002, a Memorandum 
of Agreement (MOA) was signed by the USACE, the State Historic Preservation Office, and 
Holcim to ensure data from this site is collected and preserved to compensate for any adverse 
impacts.  See also section 6.12 of this Response to Comments. 

9.  Degree of effect on endangered or threatened species or habitat.  In consultation with the 
FWS and the USACE, Holcim performed a BA and developed conservation measures, which, 
along with Holcim’s proposed mitigation and reclamation, would ensure that endangered species 
found at the project site and their habitat would not be adversely affected by this project.  By 
letters dated 8 May 2002 and 29 July 2002, the FWS concurred that the project would either not 
affect or is not likely to adversely affect the gray bat, bald eagle, least tern, peregrine falcon, and 
Hine’s emerald dragonfly.  The FWS also concurred that construction and operation of the 
harbor is not likely to adversely affect the pallid sturgeon.  Ultimately, the FWS provided a Final 
Biological Opinion on 23 April 2003, concluding the action would not jeopardize the continued 
existence of the Indiana bat or its critical habitat, authorizing the incidental take of Indiana bat 
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habitat in acres per year, and requiring reasonable and prudent measures including 
implementation of the conservation measures proposed by Holcim in its BA.  The Department of 
the Army permit would include the terms and conditions, including conservation measures, 
required by FWS as part of the Biological Opinion.  For a more thorough description of the 
numerous efforts, studies, and actions associated with the endangered and threatened species 
analyses, see the referenced materials and summary provided in Holcim’s EA, Section 6.2.   

10.  Whether the action threatens a violation of law protecting the environment.  The project 
would be constructed and operated in compliance with all applicable permit conditions, 
environmental laws, and regulations.   

Comment:  One commenter stated that even though USACE regulations at 33 CFR 230.7(a) 
provide that most USACE “regulatory action” permits would normally require only an EA, that 
provision is not applicable considering the unusual circumstances that are present here.  (22) 

Response:  There are no unusual circumstances present in this case.  Holcim’s permit application 
has been handled in a normal manner because Holcim has followed the principles of avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation to ensure that the project would not significantly affect the quality 
of the environment.  Accordingly, continuing to review the project by EA is appropriate.  In 
addition, other projects located along the Mississippi River involving similar or greater wetland 
impacts have received water quality certifications from MDNR and permits from the USACE 
without an EIS.  See, e.g., the testimony of John Madras, MDNR Water Pollution Control 
Program, in the transcript of the original water quality certification appeal (Vol. II, pp. 320-21).     

Comment:  EPA and other commenters stated that the existing environmental analysis is not 
sufficient for a project of this scale, and the project should be systematically analyzed under 
NEPA.  (1, 7, 8, 12, 17, 18, 19, 22, 25, 86, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143) 

Response:  The USACE and Holcim have differing interpretation of the commenters’ statement.  
Both interpretations and responses are provided below. 

(Holcim Response)  The “existing environmental analysis” referred to is the Companion Report, 
which was voluntarily submitted with the 8 August 2000 permit application.  The Companion 
Report was not required to be submitted with the permit application, but was prepared to better 
inform the relevant agencies and interested public about the project.  The Companion Report was 
designed to provide a description of the project, information about design alternatives that had 
been considered, a characterization of the project site, and preliminary environmental 
information.  Before preparing the Companion Report, Holcim’s consultant – Harding ESE – 
coordinated with the major resource agencies, including EPA, FWS, MDNR, MDC, and the 
USACE.  After obtaining these agencies’ views on the relevant environmental issues for 
investigation, Harding ESE proceeded with fieldwork and other information gathering and 
analysis.  The Companion Report was not intended to be the final environmental study for this 
project, but was rather a means to address the environmental issues initially raised by the 
agencies consulted.  After the Companion Report was submitted, agencies and commenters 
raised additional issues.  Holcim has responded to those additional issues by conducting 
additional studies under the supervision of the USACE.  Holcim also prepared an Environmental 
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Assessment that discussed all required issues in light of all the information developed about the 
project and the site. 

(USACE Response) The USACE suspects that the existing environmental analysis described in 
the comments refers to the ongoing EA review process.  The EPA and other comments have 
voiced concern that a “project of this scale” should be evaluated under an EIS.  Many 
commenters, including other federal and state agencies, have labeled the proposed action as “big, 
or large scale” based on the total site acreage, not necessarily on the amount of jurisdictional 
acreage under the USACE’ direct authority/scope of analysis.  In general terms of site acreage, 
the “big/large scale” label may fit the description, but not in more appropriate terms of 
comparing the relatively small acreage of proposed jurisdictional impacts to the overall site 
acreage.  When considering that less than 1% of the entire 3,916 acre site would be impacted in 
jurisdictional areas, it is evident that the USACE successfully required Holcim to undergo the 
permit evaluation procedure’s required sequencing process (avoidance, minimization and 
mitigation).  

Comment:  Several commenters stated that an EIS should encompass the entire project rather 
than only those areas within the USACE’ jurisdiction.  For example, EPA contended that federal 
control and responsibility over the project was so extensive that the USACE was required to 
conduct an EIS for the entire project.  (1, 22) 

Response:  The degree of federal control and responsibility over a project is relevant to the 
USACE “scope of analysis” under NEPA, but does not determine whether an EIS or an 
Environmental Assessment is required.  See 33 CFR Part 325, Appendix B.7.b.  Even if the 
USACE determines that it would evaluate an “entire project” under NEPA, an EIS is not 
required unless a project would constitute “a major federal action significantly affecting the 
quality of the human environment.”  (See discussions above regarding why an EIS is not 
required).   

The USACE’ permitting jurisdiction, and the appropriate scope of analysis under NEPA, are 
determined in accordance with USACE and NEPA regulations.  Generally, the USACE’ 
permitting jurisdiction is limited to activities that impact navigable waters or waters of the 
United States (jurisdictional waters).  The primary project components that would impact 
jurisdictional waters are the harbor, in-river fleeting area, and the quarry (but only to the extent 
that quarry activity would actually impact jurisdictional intermittent streams, seeps, or springs).   

When the public notice was issued, the cement plant project component required USACE permit 
evaluation because construction would have involved filling some wetlands.  However, as part of 
the project modifications, Holcim moved the cement plant footprint and associated railroad spur 
further to the south to avoid all Isle du Bois Creek wetlands.  In addition, on September 19, 2002, 
the USACE issued an approved Jurisdictional Determination finding that 0.2 acres of small 
isolated wetlands that would have been impacted by the cement plant did not qualify as 
jurisdictional wetlands in light of the U.S. Supreme Court’s recent decision, Solid Waste Agency 
of Northern Cook County v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (SWANCC), 121 S.Ct. 675 (2001).  
Based on these changes, the construction of the cement plant no longer requires a permit from 
the USACE.  The cement plant would be the primary source of post-project construction induced 
air emissions. 
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Under 33 CFR Part 325, Appendix B, the USACE’ scope of analysis under NEPA may extend 
beyond the USACE’ permitting jurisdiction to other portions of a project when the USACE has 
sufficient control and responsibility over them to warrant federal review.  However, the USACE 
does not have direct control and responsibility over the cement plant project component or those 
portions of the quarry not impacting jurisdictional waters.  In addition, the USACE would not 
have ongoing (post-project construction) program control and responsibility for the operation of 
the cement plant and the quarry.  For example, the USACE would not regulate such matters as 
the daily operational air emissions from the cement plant or the daily operation of the quarry.   

Moreover, the cement plant and quarry project components are undergoing extensive 
environmental review by the appropriate Missouri state government regulatory programs.  The 
potential air emissions from the cement plant are being carefully analyzed as part of MDNR’s air 
permitting program, and the MDNR land reclamation program is likewise evaluating the 
proposed quarry.  Both of these permit reviews involve considerable opportunities for public 
participation, as well as detailed environmental analysis.  The state’s important role in air and 
land reclamation permitting indicates that the federal involvement in this project may not be so 
extensive as to “federalize” the entire action.       

Therefore, the USACE is not necessarily required to consider the “entire project” under NEPA. 
Nevertheless, the EA and this Response to Comments document address the environmental 
impacts of the entire project. 

Comment:  In requesting an EIS, several commenters stated that the operation of the cement 
plant and quarry would go on for more than 100 years, making the impacts substantial, long-
lasting, and irreversible.  (8, 9, 47, 67, 68) 

Response:  Many quarries have been permitted in Missouri with only a 5-, 10-, or 25-year mine 
plan, even though a longer quarry operation was anticipated.  In this manner, some quarries have 
obtained a permit without identifying all the environmental impacts that could occur over a 
longer period.  However, Holcim believed it was more responsible to seek a permit for the entire 
area necessary for an economically viable project.  Therefore, Holcim applied for a permit to 
impact the jurisdictional streams in the proposed quarry to the “100+ years” boundary line.  
Holcim’s land reclamation permit would also extend to the “100+ years” boundary line.  This is 
a more comprehensive approach to quarry permitting than is required, and results in identifying a 
broader range of environmental impacts at the outset.  However, it does not change the nature of 
the environmental impacts or make them irreversible.   

In fact, Holcim’s quarry plan and Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy would ensure that the 
environmental impacts of the quarry would be phased and mitigated.  The forest, aquatic 
resources, and wildlife habitat in the proposed quarry would not be impacted all at once, but 
rather over a period of 100+ years.  For example, the first areas in Wolf Hollow would not be 
reached for approximately 50-60 years.  Throughout the life of the quarry, no more than 
approximately 200 acres of forest, and the corresponding aquatic resource, would be actively 
quarried at any one time.   

After 8-10 years of initial quarry operation, areas that have been quarried, including any 
intermittent streams, would be reclaimed in accordance with Holcim’s Long-Term Land 
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Reclamation Strategy and Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan.  Holcim would reconstruct the 
existing rugged upland topography, at a lower elevation, and replace the intermittent stream 
systems, to the extent practical, using fluvial geomorphology and state-of-the-art methods and 
practices.  Reclaimed areas would be seeded and planted with native vegetation species that 
would re-establish the forest and provide a range of wildlife habitats.  Small ponds would be 
created to provide additional upland aquatic habitat.  A lake with vegetated fringes would cover 
approximately the eastern one-third of the quarry.   

In addition, as reclamation takes place behind the advancing quarry, reclaimed areas would be 
integrated with undisturbed areas in the quarry, as well as the surrounding buffer area, to provide 
the largest contiguous wildlife habitat possible.  By the time the quarry has reached the “100+ 
years” boundary, there would be 90-year old forest in the area of the quarry that was reclaimed 
first, with other mature forest in a substantial part of the remainder of the quarry.  These re-
forested areas, which would be contiguous with the surrounding buffer area and include features 
such as intermittent streams and upland ponds, would provide suitable habitat for wildlife, 
including neotropical migrant birds.  Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan and 
conservation measures would be integrated with the revised Long-Term Land Reclamation 
Strategy – which is a much more extensive reclamation plan than has typically been required for 
quarry operations in Missouri – to ensure a comprehensive habitat-based approach to project site 
environmental management.  

Therefore, the length of the permit is not a valid reason for performing an EIS.  An EIS would 
not provide any information related to the life of the project that could not be analyzed in an 
Environmental Assessment.  There would be federal and state agency oversight of this project 
throughout its operation, to ensure that Holcim’s mitigation, reclamation, and conservation 
measures are effective in meeting their design performance standards.  Holcim’s avoidance and 
minimization, combined with the extensive mitigation, reclamation, and conservation measures 
that would be incorporated into the project, makes an EIS unnecessary, regardless of the life of 
the project.   

Comment:  Many commenters stated that an EIS is required so the USACE can evaluate the 
indirect, secondary, and cumulative impacts from the project.  (1, 2, 22) 

Response:  The USACE EA, with incorporated/referenced portions of Holcim’s EA, includes 
analyses of indirect, secondary, and cumulative impacts.  

5.0 Alternatives Analysis 

5.1 Alternative Project Sites  

Comment:  Various commenters questioned why the plant is being placed in its current location.  
Some commenters critiqued the lack of a complete alternatives analysis in the Companion 
Report, stating that Holcim has not clearly demonstrated that a practicable alternative site is not 
available.  Several commenters, including EPA, requested that Holcim provide additional 
“off-site” alternative analysis.  EPA recommended that Holcim explore alternatives that would 
utilize other existing plants throughout the United States, such as the Clarksville, Missouri plant, 
and the “proposed Colorado facility.”  (1, 2, 4, 8, 22, 27, 39, 41, 54) 
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Response:  The Companion Report was not intended to be the complete NEPA analysis for the 
project and did not attempt to include the full analysis of alternative locations for the project.  In 
response to comments, the USACE requested that Holcim provide off-site alternatives analysis.  
Holcim’s analysis of alternative project locations was submitted to the USACE and further 
described in the EA.   

In brief, section 2.0 of Holcim’s Supplemental Alternatives Analyses provides and explains the 
project’s overall purpose and basic purposes and needs, and discusses the following alternatives: 
(1) no action, (2) expanding the Clarksville plant, (3) expanding other Holcim plants, 
(4) constructing a new plant at a different location, (5) constructing a smaller cement plant, and 
(6) the proposed project.   

The overall purpose of the project is to construct a four million metric ton per year portland 
cement plant, including a limestone quarry, harbor, and barge fleeting area, at a central location 
on the Mississippi River.  A plant of this size at a central location on the Mississippi River is 
necessary to produce sufficient cement to serve current and future demand for this key 
construction material, and to maintain Holcim’s competitive position in the “River market.”  The 
River market consists of those parts of the United States accessible by navigation on the 
Mississippi River system. 

The basic project purposes – which include requirements for central, strategic river access below 
any locks and dams on the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers, and a large tract of land with sufficient 
quantity and quality of limestone – further restrict the relevant geographic area for the project to 
the Mississippi River between St. Louis and Scott City, Missouri.  Within that target geographic 
area, Holcim considered several alternative sites.  However, many sites were already owned by 
competitors of Holcim and therefore were not available.  Other sites were disqualified for one or 
more reasons including:  insufficient limestone reserves, insufficient contiguous land area, too 
many small landowners, land not available for purchase, lack of access to road transportation, no 
area for a harbor, excessive flood plain width limiting conveyor transport, low site 
elevations/higher flooding potential, and/or navigation and safety hazards. 

Holcim also considered expanding one or more of its existing U.S. plants, but determined that 
was not possible.  First, except for the Clarksville plant, Holcim’s other U.S. plants are not 
located in the required general geographic area, and, therefore, would not meet the overall 
project purpose of a central location on the Mississippi River, as discussed above.  Second, 
several plants which are in or near the River market area, but are not located on navigable 
waterways in the River market – such as the Mason City, Iowa; Artesia, Mississippi; and 
Dundee, Michigan plants – would not meet one of the basic project purposes, which is river 
access.  Furthermore, none of these plants has sufficient limestone reserves to supply a four 
million metric ton per year plant for the 100+ year life of the project.  Holcim’s Theodore, 
Alabama plant is in the River market on a navigable waterway, but is not in a central, strategic 
location and does not have sufficient limestone reserves. 

Holcim considered expanding its Clarksville, Missouri plant, but this alternative would also not 
meet project purposes.  As stated, one of the fundamental purposes of the project is to be located 
below any locks and dams on the Mississippi or Ohio Rivers, to minimize the business risk from 
river closures due to maintenance, weather, accident, or disaster.  The Clarksville plant is above 
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four locks and dams on the Mississippi River.  In addition, expanding the Clarksville plant would 
require expanding the harbor, which is not possible due to land acquisition and environmental 
constraints.  Directly to the north of the existing harbor at Clarksville are wetlands owned by the 
USACE and managed as a conservation area.  The area directly to the south of the existing 
harbor is also wetlands and property of the USACE.  The area to the west of the existing harbor 
is limited by a state highway and a railroad line, with a rail spur serving the plant.  The area to 
the east of the existing harbor is the Mississippi River.  Other reasons why the Clarksville plant 
could not be expanded are provided in the Supplemental Alternatives Analyses. 

Other Holcim plants in the U.S., such as the Portland, Colorado facility,1 were not considered for 
expansion.  These plants are not viable alternatives because they are located a great distance 
from the River market with no access to water transportation, and, therefore, could not meet 
project purposes.   

Holcim also considered the no action alternative, as well as constructing a smaller plant, but 
determined these alternatives would not meet the overall and basic project purposes and needs.  
Only the preferred alternative would meet the overall and basic project purposes and needs. 

Comment:  One commenter stated there has been no showing of public or private need for the 
project.  (27)   

Response:  Holcim addressed this comment in section 2.0 of the Supplemental Alternatives 
Analyses.  Holcim has provided supporting information to show that the public need for the 
project – which is the need for portland cement for buildings and roads – is substantial and 
continues to increase.  The demand for portland cement in the River market is currently supplied 
in large part by overseas imports, because there is inadequate manufacturing capacity in the 
region.  Therefore, there is a significant public need for additional domestic cement plant 
production and supply in the River market.  Moreover, the project would also fulfill the State and 
local public need for economic development, by bringing 200 long-term jobs and an annual 
payroll of approximately $10 million to Ste. Genevieve County, an area that historically has had 
a depressed economy.   

In section 2.0 of the Supplemental Alternatives Analyses, Holcim has also documented the 
private need for the project – which is to develop additional low-cost portland cement production 
capacity to maintain and expand Holcim’s market share in the River market.  Holcim’s 
Clarksville, Missouri plant cannot produce enough cement to meet current demand and cannot be 
expanded to achieve the purposes and needs of the project.  As a result, Holcim has relied on 
imported cement, which creates serious business risk.   

5.2 404(b)(1) Guidelines and Water Dependency 

Comment:  Several commenters, including MDC, asserted that the project would violate EPA’s 
404(b)(1) guidelines, which are found at 40 CFR Part 230.  (4, 22)  These commenters stated that 
the 404(b)(1) guidelines preclude the USACE from issuing Holcim’s permit.  One commenter 
stated that these regulations provide that dredged or fill material shall not be discharged into the 
                                                 
1  It is assumed that EPA’s comment regarding the “proposed Colorado facility” refers to Holcim’s new Portland, 
Colorado facility. 
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aquatic ecosystem unless it can be demonstrated that such a discharge would not have an 
unacceptable adverse impact, either individually or in combination with other impacts.  The 
commenter argued that the regulations prohibit issuance of a permit where practicable 
alternatives exist involving less adverse impact, and that practicable alternatives are presumed to 
be available when a project is not water dependent. 

The commenters stated that the project was not water-dependent, so practicable alternatives are 
presumed to be available.  One of the commenters claimed that the Holcim project is not 
water-dependent because an aquatic environment is not necessary to the operation of a cement 
kiln and quarry.  The commenter stated that because limestone deposits exist throughout the 
continental United States that are not located in wetlands, practicable alternatives do exist.  (22) 

Response:  The project is water dependent because its purpose includes obtaining river access, 
which requires constructing a harbor on the Mississippi River.  The commenters who argue the 
project is not water dependent are focusing only on the cement kiln and quarry, but the harbor is 
a basic element of the project that cannot be excluded.   

Under 40 CFR 230.10(a)(3), an activity associated with a discharge which is proposed for a 
special aquatic site (in this case, wetlands) is water dependent when it requires access or 
proximity to or siting within the special aquatic site in question to fulfill its basic purpose.  The 
primary project activity occurring in wetlands would be the construction of the proposed harbor. 
There can be no doubt that the harbor must be sited on the Lee Island flood plain to fulfill its 
basic purpose of providing access to the Mississippi River.  Therefore, the harbor is water-
dependent.  Any harbor on the Lee Island flood plain would also necessarily have to be sited 
within some wetlands; the small harbor alternative selected by Holcim minimizes the amount of 
wetlands impacted.  Holcim considered the alternative of locating all river related transport 
actions within the Mississippi River without the need of the inland harbor.  This action would 
have avoided impacts to the low quality farmed wetlands and drainage ditch wooded wetlands.  
However, the USCG and RIAC responded with navigation concerns, and Holcim’s study 
identified safety issues, requiring Holcim to compromise with the water dependent harbor option.  

All of the elements of the project that are integral to the project purpose must be considered in 
the water dependency analysis.  National Wildlife Federation v. Whistler, 27 F.3d 1341 (8th Cir. 
1994); Sylvester v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 882 F.2d 407 (9th Cir. 1989).  Because the 
harbor is integral to the project and the harbor is water dependent, the entire project is water 
dependent.  While a cement kiln or a quarry do not in themselves require access to water or 
siting in wetlands, the overall project purpose is the controlling factor.  In this case, the overall 
project purpose includes obtaining river access, which necessarily requires a harbor on the river.   

Obviously, the in-river barge fleeting area is also water dependent.  However, the Mississippi 
River is not considered a special aquatic site as defined in 40 CFR Part 230 Subpart E.   

Because the project is water dependent, there is no presumption that practicable alternatives are 
available.  However, there must still be a determination whether there are practicable alternatives 
with less adverse impact.  Practicable alternatives would include areas not presently owned by 
Holcim, which could reasonably be obtained, taking into account cost, technology, and logistics 
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in light of overall project purposes.  Holcim has documented its analysis of practicable 
alternatives in section 2.0 of the Supplemental Alternatives Analyses.   

In brief, there are no practicable alternatives to the project in the target geographic area defined 
by the project purposes, which is the Mississippi River between St. Louis and Scott City, 
Missouri.  Many sites in this target area could not be reasonably obtained by Holcim because 
they were already owned by competitors of Holcim and, therefore, not available.  Other sites 
were disqualified because they did not meet project purposes for one or more reasons including: 
insufficient limestone reserves, insufficient contiguous land area, too many small landowners, 
land not available for purchase, lack of access to road transportation, no area for a harbor, and/or 
navigation and safety hazards.   

In addition, at the prospective sites where a harbor and quarry might have been feasible if the 
project purposes could otherwise have been met, the wetland and stream impacts would likely 
have been similar to or greater than those at the project site.  This conclusion is logical because 
any harbor in the Mississippi River flood plain would likely impact some wetlands, and any 
quarry in the upland limestone formations typical in this area would likely impact streams or 
other waters.   

In summary, Holcim has adequately demonstrated in section 2.0 of the Supplemental 
Alternatives Analyses that the project is water dependent, and there are no practicable 
alternatives available to Holcim with less environmental impact.   
 
Comment:  After an article in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch regarding tax incentives Holcim 
received from Ste. Genevieve County, one commenter asked: “if the company could have 
located elsewhere but chose this particular location because of the tax breaks and 
subsidies, would that not indicate that there were alternatives?”  (25) 
 
Response:  The referenced article quoted county officials as saying that without tax breaks; 
Holcim might have built the plant at another site where the limestone veins are just as good.  
Holcim representatives did not state that the project could have been done elsewhere.  As 
discussed above, Holcim evaluated alternative locations, but determined that only the project site 
met the overall and basic project purposes and needs.       

Comment:  One commenter alleged that the 404(b)(1) guidelines also prohibit the issuance of a 
permit if the discharge would cause or contribute to violations of state water quality standards.  
(22) 

Response:  The project would not cause or contribute to violations of state water quality 
standards.  See section 6.2 of this Response to Comments. 

5.3 Underground Mining 

Comment:  Several commenters requested that Holcim consider underground mining, 
particularly in areas near sensitive aquatic habitat.   One suggested this could include mining into 
the bluffs to avoid surface damage.  Some commenters wanted alternative mining schedules or 
on-site mine plans.  (1, 22, 27, 39, 54)  
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Response:  At the USACE’ request, Holcim re-evaluated the alternative of underground mining, 
as discussed in section 3.2 of Holcim’s Supplemental Alternatives Analyses.  However, the re-
evaluation confirmed that a structurally sound underground mine is not technically possible at 
the project site.  First, there is insufficient supportable roof rock available to conduct 
underground mining.  Second, the topographic relief at the site is several hundred feet between 
the ridge tops and the intervening valley bottoms.  Therefore, an underground mine would be 
exposed to the surface at each valley.   

Mining into the limestone bluffs along the Mississippi River is not a viable option.  Except for a 
small section at the northern end that must be removed in order to construct all of the cement 
plant facilities, the bluffs would be preserved intact as part of the buffer area.  Maintaining the 
bluffs would preserve trees for use by bald eagles and other bird species as requested by the 
World Bird Sanctuary and FWS, provide containment for the quarry, and preserve much of the 
scenic quality of the view from the river. 

As part of Holcim’s application for an MDNR land reclamation permit, Holcim has submitted a 
proposed mine plan and Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy for areas that would be impacted 
by the quarry.  The MDNR Land Reclamation Program would have to approve an appropriate 
mine plan for the site, and would conduct ongoing regulatory oversight of quarry and 
reclamation activities.  Holcim’s determination that underground mining is not feasible was 
supported at the land reclamation hearing by the expert testimony of the Dean of the School of 
Mines at the University of Missouri-Rolla. 

Comment:  EPA stated that on-site mine plans should include information on stripping ratios and 
alternatives that include varying mining depths with an associated economic analysis. 

Response:  Holcim has evaluated the content and quality of the on-site mineral resources through 
an exploration-drilling program.  The information gathered from the exploration program was 
used in a mine planning software package to develop several quarry scenarios.  The mine 
planning software optimizes the utilization of the mineral resources and minimizes costs.  It 
should be noted that quarry planning is an ongoing process.  Detailed mine planning on a year-
to-year basis has not been developed.   

Using the software, Holcim has developed 25-year, 50-year, 75-year, and 100-year mine plans. 
Based on these plans, the strip ratios (metric tons of useable limestone to metric tons of unusable 
rock) are 3.7 to 1 for the 25-year plan, 5 to 1 for the 50-year plan, 7 to 1 for the 75-year plan, and 
6 to 1 for the 100-year plan.  These ratios vary depending on the location of mining within the 
quarry area during a given time period.  For example, the ratio is lower for the 25-year and 50-
year plans because a higher percentage of overburden is located in these areas.   

Due to the location of the mineral resources within the stratigraphic layers of the proposed 
quarry, it would be necessary to quarry the entire stratigraphic column to obtain the quality and 
quantity of rock necessary for cement production; however, depths would vary over the years as 
mining progresses because the layers dip from west to east.     

Costs have been analyzed and optimized based on best mining practices for quarries of similar 
size.  The costs utilized in optimizing the mine plans are an average cost based on today’s value 
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of money.  The average costs utilized are costs that would be incurred regardless of depth in the 
quarry.  The cost of quarrying cannot be compared to the cost of underground mining because 
underground mining is not possible at this site, as discussed above.      

5.4 Avoid Wolf Hollow  

Comment:  Several commenters claimed that Wolf Hollow is a natural heritage resource located 
directly in the middle of the site, and that an analysis is needed to show how it would be 
protected.  EPA requested analysis to avoid Wolf Hollow, stating that Wolf Hollow has been 
identified as a sensitive area.  EPA questioned whether it would be possible to mine in another 
area in the buffer.  (1, 2, 9, 10, 16, 20, 38, 47, 50, 54) 

Response:  In response to these comments, Holcim carefully studied the possibility of avoiding 
Wolf Hollow.  Avoiding Wolf Hollow would also prevent Holcim from quarrying Longs 
Hollow, which is south of Wolf Hollow and could not be reached except through Wolf Hollow.  
The results are presented in section 3.2 of the Supplemental Alternatives Analyses.  In brief, it is 
not possible to avoid Wolf and Longs Hollows because the limestone reserves located in these 
areas are critical to the economic viability of the project.   

Quarrying in the buffer area is not a practicable option for avoiding Wolf Hollow.  The limestone 
reserves are too thin in the buffer area to the west.  It would not be possible to operate a 
continuous, efficient quarry with a separate quarry area in the buffer.  Although there are 
limestone reserves in North and Hickory Hollows, Holcim has committed to avoid those areas, as 
requested by the USACE and some commenters.  Quarrying in North and Hickory Hollows 
would require significant infrastructure for crossing Isle du Bois Creek with associated impacts 
to wetlands.  In addition, the World Bird Sanctuary found that Hickory Hollow is one of the 
more important bird habitats on the project site. 

It should be noted that Wolf Hollow is similar to the other hollows on the site, although it is the 
largest one.  As with the other hollows, Wolf Hollow has been selectively logged and hunted in 
the past.  It does not contain any federal or state listed species.  Wolf Hollow would not be 
impacted by the quarry for approximately 50-60 years, and would remain part of the contiguous 
undisturbed area until then.  As quarrying proceeds, Wolf Hollow would be reclaimed in 
accordance with Holcim’s Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy.   

5.5 Alternative Sites for Overburden Disposal  

Comment:  Several commenters requested alternatives for the overburden and harbor excavation 
material disposal sites, which would have impacts on North Hollow and Hickory Hollow.  
Commenters stated that Holcim should examine areas of overburden disposal and dredge 
disposal and explore using hollows that would be impacted by mining.  (1, 2, 22, 44) 

Response:  Holcim has committed to avoid North and Hickory Hollows by modifying the project 
so that overburden and harbor excavation material would be disposed of within the limits of the 
proposed quarry.  By letters to the USACE dated     8 May 2001 and 29 June 2001, Holcim 
withdrew North and Hickory Hollows from its permit application.  For further details, see section 
4.0 of the Supplemental Alternatives Analyses, and section 1.0 of this Response to Comments. 
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6.0 Potential Environmental Impacts 
 
The following sections address comments regarding specific potential environmental impacts.   

6.1 Scope and Effects of Project 

Comment:  Various comments stated that the project would encompass 4,000 acres or would 
convert 4,000 acres of virtually undeveloped property into a heavily industrialized operation.  
Other comments stated that the project would directly utilize or impact 2,000 acres at the project 
site.  (1, 2) 
 
Response:  The public notice stated that the project site encompasses approximately 4,000 acres, 
that approximately 2,000 acres would be directly utilized by the project, and that approximately 
2,000 acres would be preserved as an upland forested buffer area.  Based on more exact 
mapping, the total area of the project site is approximately 3,916 acres.  Based on project 
modifications and clarification of the quarry size, approximately 1,322 acres would be directly 
utilized under the USACE 404/401/10 permit for which Holcim has applied, and approximately 
2,200 acres would be preserved in the buffer area.  The remaining area consists of that portion of 
the access road that is outside the quarry boundary, and approximately 366 acres that would be 
left undisturbed but available within the “ultimate extent of the quarry.”  
 
There are two reasons for the difference between the 2,000 acres “directly utilized” number 
given in the public notice and the current 1,322 acres “directly utilized” number.  First, as stated 
in section 1.0 of this Response to Comments, Holcim modified the project to avoid North and 
Hickory Hollows, Isle du Bois Creek, and Isle du Bois Creek wetlands.  This resulted in a net 
decrease of approximately 225 acres that would have been directly utilized by the project and a 
corresponding increase in the size of the buffer area.  Second, there has been a clarification of the 
area that would be encompassed within the quarry under the USACE permit.  Holcim has only 
applied for a permit to impact jurisdictional waters in the area within the “100+ years” boundary 
of the proposed quarry (Sheet 8 of 10 in the public notice).  The area of the quarry within the 
“100+ years” quarry boundary is approximately 1,261 acres.  That area (which also includes the 
cement plant area), plus approximately 47 acres of impacts for the harbor and associated 
infrastructure, plus 14 acres for the cement plant sedimentation basin, totals the approximately 
1,322 acres that would be directly utilized by the project.   
 
As stated, there is an approximately 366-acre area that is located within the southwest corner of 
the area defined as the “ultimate extent of the quarry” (Sheet 8 of 10 in the public notice).  This 
366-acre area is not included in the “100+ years” quarry boundary, which defines the limit of the 
quarry area that would be permitted by the USACE.  The “ultimate extent of the quarry” 
encompasses approximately 1,627 acres.  The difference between the “ultimate extent of the 
quarry” (1,627 acres) and the area of the quarry within the “100+ years” boundary (1,261 acres) 
is 366 acres.  If Holcim were to eventually require limestone reserves in the area between the 
“100+ years” boundary and the “ultimate extent of the quarry” boundary, the company would 
have to apply to the USACE for authorization to impact jurisdictional waters in that area, and to 
MDNR for authorization to quarry the additional acreage.  In the meantime, the 366-acre area in 
the southwest corner of the “ultimate extent of the quarry” would remain undisturbed forested 
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land contiguous with the buffer area, and would not be directly utilized under the USACE 
permit. 

Comment:  One commenter alleged that the project is enormous in scope and likely the single 
most environmentally destructive proposal that the State of Missouri has seen in decades.  (22) 
The commenter stated that the project would cause widespread air pollution in the St. Louis 
metropolitan area, water pollution to the Mississippi River and Isle du Bois Creek, destruction of 
wetlands, harm to endangered and threatened species as well as their habitat, decimation of the 
largest unfragmented forest in eastern Missouri outside of the Mark Twain National Forest, harm 
to one or more prehistoric Native American sites, and the devastation of one of the finest natural 
locations in Missouri.  Other commenters expressed similar concerns.  (9, 8, 11, 12, 14, 22, 17, 
20, 25, 27, 33, 37, 38, 42, 45, 68, 79, 82, 83, 86, 91 (a grouping of 87 form letters), 117, 138, 
139, 140, 141, 142, 143). 

Response:  As explained more fully under various individual topic headings and summarized 
here, the project is not as uniquely large as alleged, and the project would cause far less 
environmental impact than alleged.   

The project’s scope should be kept in perspective.  While the project area is approximately 
3,916 acres, more than half of that amount (approximately 2,200 acres) would be preserved as an 
undisturbed, primarily forested, buffer area.  As explained above, only approximately 1,322 
acres would be directly utilized by the project under the permit.  The quarry, which would be 
1,261 acres within the permitted “100+ years” quarry boundary, would not produce as much 
limestone per year as some other quarries already in operation in Missouri and along the 
Mississippi River.  Furthermore, no more than approximately 200 acres would be actively 
quarried at any one time.  Within the proposed quarry, those areas that are not active would 
either be forest left undisturbed pending the approach of the quarry, or areas where “as you go” 
reclamation is taking place in accordance with Holcim’s Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy.     

In addition, only approximately 14 acres of already degraded wetlands would be impacted by the 
project.  As stated in section 4.0, above, there have been other projects with similar or greater 
wetland impacts on the Mississippi River that have been approved by MDNR and the USACE 
(without an EIS).  Moreover, Holcim would compensate for the loss of these wetlands by 
creating and restoring approximately 61 acres of wetlands.  Furthermore, as a result of project 
modifications, there would be no direct adverse impacts to Isle du Bois Creek or the project site 
north of Isle du Bois Creek.  In summary, the actual scope of the project is much less than 
claimed. 

Similarly, the project’s environmental impact would be far less than commenters have suggested. 
For example, the project would not cause or contribute significantly to the ozone air quality 
problem in the St. Louis area, as demonstrated by modeling done by Holcim and an EPA/MDNR 
consultant.  See section 6.11.  Impacts to the Mississippi River or Isle du Bois Creek would not 
be significant, as shown in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, especially considering 
the project design, the proposed mitigation, and the proposed stormwater control measures (See 
section 6.1).  The project would not result in any net loss of wetlands after mitigation is taken 
into account, as reflected in Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan (See section 6.3).  
Based on a BA and conservation measures proposed by Holcim, the project would not adversely 
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affect endangered or threatened species or their critical habitat (See section 6.6).  The project 
would preserve the forest encompassed by the buffer area, which encompasses more than half 
the site, and would eventually enhance a substantial part of the forest in the quarry as part of 
Holcim’s Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy (See sections 6.5, 6.9, and 6.10).  Under the 
cultural resources Memorandum of Agreement, a data recovery operation would mitigate for the 
only historic site that would be impacted (See section 6.12). 

Comments alleging that the project is an environmentally-destructive proposal were made before 
Holcim:  (1) modified the project to avoid North and Hickory Hollows, Isle du Bois Creek, and 
Isle du Bois Creek wetlands, (2) performed additional studies to obtain more in-depth knowledge 
of the site, (3) prepared a detailed Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan that, among other things, 
proposes to create and enhance a total of approximately 61 acres of wetlands to replace 
approximately 14 acres of degraded wetlands that would be impacted by the project, (4) revised 
the Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy, which is also part of Holcim’s proposed 
compensatory mitigation, (5) developed proposed conservation measures, as set out in the BA, to 
protect and manage the buffer area and other habitat on-site, and (6) designed stormwater 
controls to ensure runoff from the project site would not adversely impact Isle du Bois Creek or 
the Mississippi River, as reflected in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report.   

6.2 Water Quality and Aquatic Resources 

6.2.1 Water Pollution, Water Quality Standards, and Water Quality Certification 

Comment:  Many commenters stated the project would cause unacceptable water pollution for 
many reasons, including: wetland destruction; habitat degradation; the blocking, rerouting, 
destruction, and/or pollution of surface and groundwater resources and flow at the site; the 
discharge of stormwater runoff at the site resulting in increased siltation and sedimentation in 
Isle du Bois Creek and the Mississippi River from land clearing activities; construction of access 
roads; the disposal of dredged spoils and overburden; and the likely releases of hazardous 
substances from the cement plant.  (22) 

Several commenters further stated that the project would cause or contribute to violations of the 
state’s water quality standards.  (8, 22).  One commenter stated that the MDNR should deny a 
water quality certification because the project would cause serious consequences for water 
quality in both Isle du Bois Creek and the Mississippi River.  

EPA stated its concerns about significant degradation of waters of the United States, particularly 
with regard to aquatic diversity, productivity, and stability.  (1) 

Response:  On 13 November 2002, the MDNR Water Pollution Control Program issued a water 
quality certification for the project, with conditions to ensure the project would comply with 
Missouri water quality standards.  The USACE permit would incorporate the MDNR conditions 
and may also impose additional conditions to ensure water quality is protected. 

Holcim’s studies show that the project would not:  (1) violate Missouri water quality standards, 
(2) cause water pollution, (3) degrade water quality, (4) impair any beneficial uses of waters of 
the state, (5) cause exceedance of the general or numeric water quality criteria for any waters of 



 

 
 34

the state, or (6) adversely affect aquatic species.  The main reasons why the project would not 
have adverse water quality impacts include:    

• There would be no discharge of industrial wastewater from the cement manufacturing 
process to the Mississippi River or Isle du Bois Creek because water used in the cement 
manufacturing process would be recycled.     

• All raw materials and fuel used in the manufacture of cement would be stored under 
protective cover, preventing contact with stormwater and eliminating the possibility of 
impacting groundwater. 

• At year 10 of quarry development, which is the maximum impact scenario as explained 
in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, the project would impact less than three 
percent of the total land area of the Isle du Bois Creek watershed.  Over the life of the 
project, less than five percent of the total land area of the Isle du Bois Creek watershed 
would be impacted.  As demonstrated in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, the 
project would not have any significant stormwater runoff, sediment, or nutrient impacts 
on the Isle du Bois Creek watershed.     

• The project would not cause significant siltation or sedimentation.  The stormwater from 
the cement plant, quarry, and fill areas would be controlled by MDNR permitted 
sedimentation basins and best management practices to prevent any excess sediment from 
reaching Isle du Bois Creek or the Mississippi River.  In fact, due to an increase in 
impervious surfaces and the efficiency of the sedimentation basins, there may be minor 
decreases in the amount of sediment in the stormwater runoff from the project site.     

• Any increased or decreased nutrient levels in stormwater runoff would be insignificant 
when compared to the existing nutrient loadings of the Isle du Bois Creek and the 
Mississippi River watersheds.   

• The influence of Mississippi River seasonal flooding on the lower and middle sections of 
Isle du Bois Creek (e.g., deposition of sediment) far exceeds any water quality changes 
that would be attributable to the project. 

• The project has been modified so that there would be no direct adverse impacts to Isle du 
Bois Creek or its wetlands.2  In fact, the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor would be 
enhanced as described in the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan. 

• Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan and Long-Term Land Reclamation 
Strategy would ensure adequate mitigation of any adverse impacts to jurisdictional 

                                                 
2   In fact, due to Holcim’s project modifications to avoid Isle du Bois Creek wetlands and the USACE’ September 
19, 2002 approved Jurisdictional Determination, the cement plant is no longer part of the project or activity 
requiring a USACE permit or MDNR water quality certification because construction of the cement plant would not 
involve the discharge of dredged or fill material.  Nevertheless, potential water quality impacts from the cement 
plant have been considered.     
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wetlands and intermittent streams.  Among other things, Holcim would create or enhance 
a total of approximately 61 acres of high-quality wetlands on the project site to replace 
the approximately 14 acres of mostly farmed wetlands that would be impacted by the 
project.     

Several studies conducted by Holcim directly support these conclusions.  In addition to the 
fieldwork conducted for the Companion Report, Holcim performed water quality sampling for 
Isle du Bois Creek, aquatic resource sampling and characterization for Isle du Bois Creek and 
upland aquatic habitat, stormwater modeling for project watersheds that would contribute to Isle 
du Bois Creek, and hydrology analysis for the site.  See the Aquatic Resource and Water Quality 
Characterization Report (including the Addendum), and the Water Resources and Hydrology 
Report.   

Comment:  Two commenters stated that, under Clean Water Act section 303(d), the Mississippi 
River has been listed as impaired due to habitat loss.  The commenters stated that the impairment 
is likely to be exacerbated by the adverse water pollution impacts of the project, such as 
destruction of wetlands, annual dredging of the river, impacts to Isle du Bois Creek, and the 
destruction of natural surface (and groundwater) flow throughout the site.  The commenters 
stated that the certification should be denied in accordance with Missouri’s 303(d) Strategy 
Document unless MDNR can condition a water quality certification so the project enhances 
existing water quality.  (8, 22)  [Note: in the water quality certification appeal, the Petitioners 
alleged that certification contravenes the State’s duty to bring impaired waters into compliance 
with water quality standards unless the Holcim impacts are incorporated into a TMDL (“Total 
Maximum Daily Load”) for the Mississippi River.  The Hearing Officer rejected this position.] 

Response:  The comments presume that the project would have an adverse effect on water 
quality and habitat loss in the Mississippi River.  However, as detailed elsewhere in this section, 
the project would protect water quality, and there would either be no adverse impacts as claimed 
or such impacts would be mitigated.  For example, stormwater controls would prevent adverse 
surface water runoff impacts to Isle du Bois Creek and the Mississippi River, Isle du Bois Creek 
wetlands would be avoided and the riparian corridor along Isle du Bois Creek would be 
enhanced, impacts to the Mississippi River would be minimized by using approved techniques 
during construction, and Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan would increase the 
acreage and quality of wetlands on the project site (by creating and restoring approximately 61 
acres of wetlands, including a high-quality contiguous wetland complex on southern Lee Island, 
to replace the approximately 14 acres of degraded wetlands that would be impacted by the 
project).   

In addition, contrary to Petitioners’ allegations, Missouri was not previously required to develop 
a TMDL for the Mississippi River based on habitat loss.  As clarified in the Clean Water 
Commission’s August 7, 2002 meeting, the Mississippi River was listed for habitat loss on 
Missouri’s 303(d) list in Category 2, but Category 2 impaired waters do not require a TMDL.  
Moreover, at the August 7, 2002 meeting, the Clean Water Commission voted to remove all of 
the Category 2 impaired waters – including the listing of the Mississippi River due to habitat loss 
– from the Missouri 303(d) list.  Thus, there is no legal basis for the commenters’ allegations.   
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Comment:  In a supplemental comment dated 10 September 2002, several commenters 
forwarded the 14-15 November 2001 hearing transcript and petitioner’s exhibits from the appeal 
of Holcim’s original water quality certification, the order withdrawing the original water quality 
certification, and the comments submitted to MDNR on Holcim’s new application for a water 
quality certification.  In particular, the commenters pointed to the portions of the appeal 
transcript addressing: (1) their evidence on mercury air emissions from the proposed cement 
plant, (2) alleged deficiencies of the wetland mitigation plan, and (3) testimony of Dr. Sheehan 
about the pallid sturgeon.  (8, 17, 20, 22, 25) 

Response:  The history of the original water quality certification appeal and the processing of 
Holcim’s new application for a water quality certification is provided in section 2.5 of this 
Response to Comments.  Under separate cover, Holcim forwarded to the USACE the public 
hearing record for Holcim’s new application for a water quality certification, including the 
transcript of the 24 June 2002 public hearing, the public and agency comments about the project 
that were submitted to MDNR, and Holcim’s 1 July 2002 and 31 July 2002 responses to those 
comments (submitted to MDNR with copy to the USACE).  This Response to Comments 
incorporates by reference the MDNR public hearing record, including Holcim’s 1 July 2002 and 
31 July 2002 responses to comments.  Portions of sections 6.2.5, 6.3, and 6.6 in this Response to 
Comments address the commenters’ mercury air emissions, wetland mitigation, and pallid 
sturgeon issues, respectively.   

6.2.2 Characterization of Aquatic Resources 

Comment:  A number of commenters, including EPA and FWS, stated that this project would 
result in unacceptable impacts to aquatic resources of national importance (ARNI).  In 
conjunction with its declaration, EPA stated that it was “particularly concerned with the 3.4 
miles of tributaries on the site, and their associated springs and seeps, that would be irreversibly 
impacted without any proposed mitigation.”  (1, 2, 8, 17, 19, 22, 27) 

Response:  The project would not result in unacceptable impacts to “aquatic resources of national 
importance.”  It is the USACE opinion that there are no aquatic resources that would be 
impacted at the project site which qualify as “aquatic resources of national importance.”  
However, even if some of the aquatic resources that would be impacted at the project site were to 
be considered “aquatic resources of national importance,” there would not be unacceptable 
impacts to those aquatic resources, especially considering Holcim’s mitigation. 

The term “aquatic resources of national importance” is not a defined term.  The term does not 
appear in agency regulations, but only in Memoranda of Agreement (MOAs) under Clean Water 
Act Section 404(q) that set out procedures for EPA or FWS to follow if they wish to preserve 
their right to elevate a USACE permit decision.  The term is not defined in the MOAs, except for 
the following: 

The elevation of specific individual permit cases would be limited 
to those cases that involve aquatic resources of national 
importance. . .. More specifically, the elevation of individual 
permit cases should be limited to those cases where the net loss 
(i.e., after considering mitigation) from the project (i.e., within the 
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scope of impacts being evaluated by the USACE), would result in 
unacceptable adverse effects to aquatic resources of national 
importance.  As a basis for comparison, these cases would cause 
resource damages similar in magnitude to cases evaluated under 
Section 404(c) of the Clean Water Act. 

Clean Water Act Section 404(q) Memorandum of Agreement Between the Environmental 
Protection Agency and the Department of the Army, Aug. 11, 1992, at 5.   
 
Under Clean Water Act Section 404(c), a project can be vetoed only to prohibit the specification 
of a disposal site for dredged or fill material when there would be an impact on an aquatic or 
wetland ecosystem which is likely to result in significant degradation of municipal water 
supplies or significant loss of or damage to fisheries, shellfishing, wildlife habitat, or recreation 
areas.  However, Holcim’s project, including mitigation, would not cause an impact on an 
aquatic or wetland ecosystem which is likely to result in significant degradation of municipal 
water supplies or significant loss of or damage to fisheries, shellfishing, wildlife habitat, or 
recreation areas.  Therefore, there are no “aquatic resources of national importance” at the 
project site.   
 
The “aquatic resources” that would be impacted by the project consist mainly of disturbed 
wetlands and wet weather flow/intermittent tributaries.  There is no valid technical basis for 
designating any of these features as being “aquatic resources of national importance.”  For 
example, most of the 14 acres of wetlands that would be impacted have been previously farmed, 
and therefore have a lesser functional value compared to undisturbed wetlands.  In addition, the 
wetlands that would be taken for the proposed harbor are located next to large tailings piles left 
by the former quarry operator.  The intermittent streams in the uplands generally contain water 
only in response to rainfall, except in the immediate vicinity of a limited number of springs and 
seeps that all have low flow rates.  None of the intermittent streams supports fish communities, 
and no federal or state listed species have been found in these areas.  
 
To the USACE’s knowledge, the EPA and FWS have not classified similar disturbed wetlands 
and intermittent streams at other project sites in the Missouri area as being “aquatic resources of 
national importance.”  The EPA and FWS have never designated ARNI’s on other previously 
coordinated USACE St. Louis District permits that involved larger acreage impacts and 
significantly higher quality waters of the US.   
 
As stated, Isle du Bois Creek would not be adversely impacted by the project.  The Isle du Bois 
Creek riparian corridor would be enhanced.  However, for the record, Isle du Bois Creek is not 
an “aquatic resource of national importance.”  Isle du Bois Creek is a typical Ozark area 
Mississippi River tributary stream, is bordered by many farmed fields and is seasonally 
influenced by backwater flooding from the Mississippi River.  In addition, a previous landowner 
constructed an 8-foot high low-water crossing in Isle du Bois Creek that effectively dams water 
and blocks fish passage during most parts of the year.  Also, another previous landowner 
constructed an access road along the south side of Isle du Bois Creek, which did not have 
culverts and therefore blocked the drainage from two of the three jurisdictional intermittent 
streams in the proposed quarry area to Isle du Bois Creek (through Raddy Hollow and “A” 
Hollow).   
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Furthermore, Missouri considers Isle du Bois Creek to be part of a moderately degraded 
watershed system that is on a long-term restoration schedule.  As part of the Clean Water Action 
Plan in 1998, all states were required to develop Unified Watershed Assessments (UWA).  
Missouri published its UWA at www.cares.missouri.edu/mowiap, establishing a prioritized 
ranking for watershed restoration.  The UWA lists “Mississippi River tributaries – St. Louis to 
Ste. Genevieve” as a Category I, priority 30 “watershed.”  Category I means this watershed area 
does not have pristine water quality or sensitive aquatic systems, and is characterized by 
degraded aquatic systems with moderate biological impairment.  This watershed area also has a 
high cropland erosion index.  Missouri UWA, Appendix I, at 11 and Appendix IV, at 24.  Isle du 
Bois Creek is not specifically listed, but to the extent Isle du Bois Creek is considered part of the 
“Mississippi River tributaries – St. Louis to Ste. Genevieve” watershed, it would appear that Isle 
du Bois Creek is not an “aquatic resource of national importance” due to its already degraded 
condition.     

Even if some of the aquatic resources at the project site were designated as “aquatic resources of 
national importance,” the project would not cause unacceptable impacts to them.  First, Holcim 
is fully protecting Isle du Bois Creek and its wetlands.  Holcim modified the project to avoid 
direct impacts to Isle du Bois Creek and its wetlands by withdrawing from the permit application 
North and Hickory Hollows, the crossings of Isle du Bois Creek, and all impacts to Isle du Bois 
Creek wetlands.  Holcim then studied potential indirect impacts on Isle du Bois Creek, such as 
excessive sediment and nutrients in stormwater runoff, and developed controls to prevent such 
impacts, as reflected in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report.    

Second, Holcim would create and enhance a total of approximately 61 acres of wetlands to 
replace the approximately 14 acres of mostly disturbed (previously farmed) wetlands that would 
be impacted by the project.  This mitigation, which would include the creation of a high-quality 
contiguous wetland complex on southern Lee Island and restoration of farmed wetlands along 
Isle du Bois Creek, would ensure there are no unacceptable impacts to wetlands on the project 
site.   

Third, impacts to the jurisdictional tributaries would be phased and mitigated.  The jurisdictional 
tributaries in the proposed quarry would not be impacted all at once, but rather over a period of 
100+ years.  For example, the first areas in Wolf Hollow would not be reached for approximately 
50-60 years.  Throughout the life of the quarry, no more than approximately 200 acres of forest, 
and the corresponding aquatic resources, would be actively quarried at any one time.   

After 8-10 years of quarry operation, areas that have been quarried, including any jurisdictional 
intermittent streams, would be reclaimed in accordance with Holcim’s Long-Term Land 
Reclamation Strategy and Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan.  Holcim would reconstruct the 
existing rugged upland topography, at a lower elevation, and replace the jurisdictional 
intermittent stream systems, to the extent practical, using fluvial geomorphology and state-of-
the-art methods and practices.  Reclaimed areas would be seeded and planted with native 
vegetation species that would re-establish the forest and provide a range of wildlife habitats.  
Small ponds would be created to provide additional upland aquatic habitat.  A lake with 
vegetated fringes would cover approximately the eastern one-third of the quarry.  In addition, 
even before quarry operations begin, Holcim would begin stream mitigation by enhancing the 
Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor and restoring the Lee Island slough.   
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As a result of the significant project modifications, the considerable additional studies and data 
gathered and analyzed, Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan and Long-Term Land 
Reclamation Strategy, and the State’s water quality certification, EPA and FWS concerns about 
impacts to aquatic resources should be satisfactorily addressed.  

Comment:  MDC contended that 40 CFR 230.54 applies to the area.   MDC also stated that the 
Isle du Bois Creek resource is a Special Aquatic Site due to “unique riffles” shown in 
photographs in the Companion Report.  MDC further “surmised” that the Isle du Bois Creek 
watershed would be listed as a “priority watershed” under a state program, and perhaps 
ultimately a protected site under 40 CFR 230.8.  (4) 

Response:  Under EPA’s 404(b)(1) guidelines, certain areas, including areas listed in 40 CFR 
230.54, must be evaluated for the effect of discharges of dredged or fill material.  However, 
40 CFR 230.54 only applies to “Parks, national and historical monuments, national seashores, 
wilderness areas, research sites, and similar preserves . . . designated under federal and state laws 
or local ordinances to be managed for their aesthetic, educational, historical, recreational, or 
scientific value.”  The project site is not designated as any such area.  Considering past usage 
such as farming, logging, hunting and quarrying, as well as the neighboring power plant, there is 
no basis for designating the project site as parkland or the equivalent.   

Another area that must be considered under EPA’s 404(b)(1) guidelines is “Special Aquatic 
Sites.” “Pool and riffle complexes” are considered Special Aquatic Sites (40 CFR 230.45).  
However, MDC’s comment about “unique riffles” is unclear.  There are no riffles shown in any 
photographs of Isle du Bois Creek in the Companion Report.  While such areas may exist, there 
are no riffle and pool complexes in Isle du Bois Creek that would be directly or adversely 
affected by project development.  Accordingly, Isle du Bois Creek does not qualify as a Special 
Aquatic Site that would be impacted by the project. 

MDC’s comment regarding Isle du Bois Creek possibly being a priority watershed and a 
protected site under 40 CFR 230.8 is unclear.  There is no 40 CFR 230.8.  To the extent MDC 
may have meant 40 CFR 230.54, that comment has been addressed.  To the extent that a “priority 
watershed” has any meaning in Missouri, it would be a watershed that is scheduled for 
restoration, not a watershed designated for special protection.  See discussion of Missouri’s 
Unified Watershed Assessment, above, which classifies the watershed containing “Mississippi 
River tributaries – St. Louis to Ste. Genevieve” as an area that does not have pristine water 
quality or sensitive aquatic systems, and is characterized by degraded aquatic systems with 
moderate biological impairment.   

Isle du Bois Creek is a typical Ozark area Mississippi River tributary stream, does not contain 
any federal or state listed aquatic species, is bordered by many farmed fields, and is seasonally 
influenced by backwater flooding from the Mississippi River.  In addition, a previous landowner 
constructed an 8-foot high low-water crossing in Isle du Bois Creek that effectively dams water 
and blocks fish passage during parts of the year.  Also, another previous landowner constructed 
an access road along the south side of Isle du Bois Creek, which did not have culverts and 
therefore blocked the drainage from two of the three jurisdictional intermittent streams in the 
proposed quarry area to Isle du Bois Creek (through Raddy Hollow and A Hollow).   
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6.2.3 Intermittent Streams 

Comment:  A number of commenters stated concerns about impacts to intermittent “headwater” 
or “tributary” streams, seeps, and springs in the uplands area within the quarry.  (1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 
16, 22, 27, 50).  EPA and other commenters said that these areas support aquatic life which may 
be adversely impacted, such as salamanders, amphibians, aquatic gastropods, amphipods, 
flatworms, small fish, liverworts, mosses and reptiles.  (1, 2, 4, 8, 9, 16, 22, 27, 50).  EPA 
commented that the headwater streams should be assessed, including consulting the natural 
heritage database. (1)  MDC requested timely mitigation for any impacts to high quality 
headwaters, which provide habitats for macro invertebrates and salamanders, and act as a food 
source to higher order stream systems.  (3) 

Response:  Holcim has adequately assessed the jurisdictional intermittent streams in the uplands 
area within the proposed quarry.  Holcim’s phased mining plan would reduce impacts to 
jurisdictional intermittent streams and Holcim’s reclamation/mitigation plan would compensate 
for any impacts that do occur. 

In developing the Companion Report, Harding ESE consulted with MDC on sensitive species 
occurrences, as identified within the natural heritage database.  MDC’s 25 June 1999 letter 
reporting the results of its natural heritage database search can be found in Appendix B of 
Holcim’s Companion Report. 

In response to comments, Holcim performed additional studies in Spring, Summer, and Fall 2001 
to further characterize the upland aquatic resources and habitat at the site.  Seven springs and 
seeps were sampled for macroinvertebrates and other aquatic biota (salamanders, frogs, etc.)  
Three of these habitats (referred to as sampling stations) were also sampled for water quality.  
See the Aquatic Resource and Water Quality Characterization Report (including the Addendum).  
This work more particularly characterized the types of salamanders and other species present in 
the upland aquatic resources, and confirmed there are no fish communities present.  Holcim also 
performed an Amphibian and Reptile Relocation Study, which addresses the feasibility of 
relocating certain species, such as the salamanders.   

Impacts to upland aquatic resources and habitat would be phased and mitigated.  It is important 
to note that the aquatic resources in the proposed quarry would not be impacted all at once, but 
rather over a period of 100+ years.  For example, the first areas in Wolf Hollow, including the 
intermittent stream in that hollow, would not be reached for approximately 50-60 years.  
Throughout the life of the quarry, no more than approximately 200 acres of forest, and the 
corresponding aquatic resources, would be actively quarried at any one time.   

After 8-10 years of quarry operation, areas that have been quarried, including any jurisdictional 
intermittent streams, would be reclaimed in accordance with Holcim’s Long-Term Land 
Reclamation Strategy and Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan.  Holcim would recreate the 
jurisdictional intermittent stream systems, to the extent practical, on a one-to-one basis, using the 
baseline information from Holcim’s studies and state-of-the-art techniques.  In addition, even 
before quarry operations begin, Holcim would begin stream mitigation by enhancing the Isle du 
Bois Creek riparian corridor and restoring the Lee Island slough.   
 



 

 
 41

Impacts to upland aquatic resources would be further mitigated by creation of small ponds along 
the ridges and a lake in the eastern one-third of the quarry.  The lake would provide excellent 
open water and emergent aquatic habitat, adding more value to the compensatory mitigation that 
Holcim has proposed for wetland and stream impacts.  The shallower areas near the western 
shoreline and the vegetated fringes would be particularly attractive to migratory birds, fish, and 
other wildlife. 

As a result of the phased quarry plan, impacts to jurisdictional intermittent streams and upland 
aquatic resources would be gradual over the life of the quarry.  As a result of ongoing 
reclamation behind the slowly advancing quarry, impacts to the aquatic resources and habitat 
found in surrounding upland areas would be thoroughly mitigated. 

Comment:  EPA and other commenters alleged negative impacts to the Mississippi River and 
Isle du Bois Creek from elimination of 3.4 miles of headwater streams [now 3.2 miles after 
project modifications].  (1, 2, 3, 22)  Those negative impacts include disruption of surface water 
conditions across the site, loss of habitat for salamanders and other invertebrate species, loss of 
organic matter needed in the aquatic food chain further downstream, and harm to other species 
further downstream.  The EPA stated that a model of nutrient inputs through these headwater 
streams to Isle du Bois Creek needed to be developed. (1) 

Response:  Commenters tend to portray the stream impacts within the proposed quarry as 
occurring all at once.  However, as stated above, impacts to upland aquatic resources and habitat 
would not occur all at once, but rather sequentially over 100+ years.  For example, in the first ten 
years, only approximately one-half mile of jurisdictional intermittent stream (in Raddy Hollow) 
would be affected.  Moreover, as stated, impacts to the jurisdictional intermittent streams would 
be mitigated through land reclamation/stream mitigation requirements.  These compensatory 
actions would counter the loss of surface water, organic matter input and habitat mentioned by 
the commenters.   

The impact of the jurisdictional quarry operations on surface water conditions across the site 
would not cause significant adverse indirect (downstream) impacts to Isle du Bois Creek or the 
Mississippi River.  As demonstrated in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, Isle du Bois 
Creek and Mississippi River water quality would not be adversely impacted by the project.  In 
particular, increases in stormwater runoff nutrient levels would not be significant compared to 
Isle du Bois Creek and Mississippi River nutrient baseline loading.  Even if the stormwater 
sedimentation basins were to reduce organic matter contributions to Isle du Bois Creek, that 
effect should not be significant, particularly in view of the Mississippi River influence on the 
lower part of Isle du Bois Creek, the agricultural use of the Isle du Bois Creek watershed, and the 
baseline water quality conditions of Isle du Bois Creek and the Mississippi River.  The 
elimination of farming on the Isle du Bois Creek and Mississippi River flood plains within the 
project site and the planting of native vegetation would reduce sediment/nutrient runoff from the 
farm fields and increase surface water pollutant filtering functions in some areas.   

Also, it should be noted that a previous landowner constructed an access road along the south 
side of Isle du Bois Creek.  Because the access road had no culverts, it blocked the drainage from 
two of the three jurisdictional intermittent streams in the proposed quarry area to Isle du Bois 
Creek (through Raddy Hollow and A Hollow).  Therefore, these jurisdictional intermittent 
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streams did not provide nutrient inputs to Isle du Bois Creek before Holcim acquired the project 
site.  Nevertheless, the Water Resources and Hydrology Report modeled these streams as though 
they were not blocked. 

Comment:  FWS commented that, in addition to the 3.4 miles of jurisdictional streams, an 
additional 18+ miles of intermittent streams and undetermined subsurface karst topography and 
groundwater would be directly impacted, and an undetermined number of miles of additional 
aquatic habitat would be indirectly impacted.  (2) 

Response:  FWS’ comment about an additional 18+ miles of intermittent streams is unclear.  
Holcim’s Companion Report, section 3.4 and Figure 3-6, identifies 3.4 miles (now 3.2 miles 
after project modifications) of jurisdictional intermittent streams, seeps, and springs at the site 
that would be impacted within the “100+ years” quarry boundary.  The FWS comment about 18+ 
miles may be referring to the length of non-jurisdictional watercourses or ravines that are 
identified by dotted lines in Figure 3-6 of the Companion Report.  However, these 
watercourses/ravines do not qualify as intermittent stream jurisdictional areas (because they lack 
the presence of a bed and bank, an ordinary high water mark, and only contain sparse flows 
during and immediately following storm events) nor do they provide long-term aquatic species 
usage.  The return of rugged topography proposed in Holcim’s land reclamation plan would 
allow revegetated hillsides, ravines and other similar habitat to return the temporarily lost 
organic/detrital input function that existing non-jurisdictional waterways currently offer.  As 
stated in the Preliminary Wetland Jurisdictional Determination Report, these 
watercourses/ravines were identified only to assist in defining watershed areas.  Therefore, there 
would not be direct impacts to an additional 18+ miles of intermittent streams or indirect impacts 
to an undetermined number of miles of additional aquatic habitat.   

The comment about the karst topography and groundwater is likewise incorrect.  The project site 
is an immature karst system containing few karst-like features compared to typical karst areas in 
Missouri.  Also, as explained in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, there would be no 
regional impacts to groundwater quantity or quality.  Localized impacts may occur where there is 
active excavation at specific locations within the quarry, but these would not affect local 
residents’ water wells.  See also section 7.0 of this Response to Comments. 

6.2.4 Isle du Bois Creek 

Comment:  Several commenters believed that potential hydrological and water quality impacts to 
Isle du Bois Creek have not been properly addressed. (1, 2, 12).  Commenters raised concerns 
about contamination of Isle du Bois Creek by silt and sedimentation due to erosion and 
stormwater runoff (1, 2, 9, 23, 27, 38), alterations to groundwater discharge and recharge 
patterns (1, 2), and loss of purification due to vegetative cleaning. (1)  MDC stated that the seeps 
constitute unique surface waters that are driving the hydrology of Isle du Bois Creek. (4) 

Response:  In response to comments, Holcim has further studied baseline conditions and 
potential impacts to Isle du Bois Creek.  See the Aquatic Resource and Water Quality 
Characterization Report (including the Addendum) and the Water Resources and Hydrology 
Report.  These studies ensure that potential hydrologic and water quality impacts to Isle du Bois 
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Creek have been properly addressed, and confirm the project would not cause any adverse 
environmental impact to Isle du Bois Creek.  The studies demonstrate that: 

• Isle du Bois Creek is a typical Ozark area Mississippi River tributary stream in terms of 
water quality. 

• The project’s impacts, if any, would primarily affect the middle and lower sections of Isle 
du Bois Creek.   

• The flow and water quality conditions in the middle and lower sections of Isle du Bois 
Creek are highly variable due to the seasonal influence of the Mississippi River.  For 
example, the lower section is influenced by backwater flooding from the Mississippi 
River an average of approximately 183 days per year.    

• Stormwater runoff from the project site to Isle du Bois Creek would come from two “sub-
watersheds” of Isle du Bois Creek – the cement plant sub-watershed and the quarry 
(Raddy Hollow) sub-watershed.  At year 10 of quarry development, which is the 
maximum impact scenario, as explained in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, 
these two project site sub-watersheds would impact less than three percent of the total 
land area of the Isle du Bois Creek watershed.  Over the life of the project, less than five 
percent of the total land area of the Isle du Bois Creek watershed would be impacted.   

• The project would not result in significant stormwater runoff, sediment, or nutrient 
impacts to Isle du Bois Creek.  The stormwater from the cement plant and quarry sub-
watersheds would be controlled by MDNR-permitted sedimentation basins to prevent any 
excess sediment from reaching Isle du Bois Creek.  In fact, due to an increase in 
impervious surfaces and the efficiency of the sedimentation basins, there may be a minor 
decrease in the amount of sediment in the stormwater runoff from the project site to Isle 
du Bois Creek. 

• Any increased or decreased nutrient levels in stormwater runoff would be insignificant 
when compared to the nutrient loadings of Isle du Bois Creek. 

• As explained in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, the proposed quarry 
excavation would not significantly impact quantity and quality of groundwater, or the 
groundwater recharge and discharge functions of the Isle du Bois Creek alluvial aquifers 
or wetlands.   

• The springs and seeps do not have a significant role in the hydrology of Isle du Bois 
Creek because the springs and seeps typically have only low flows that do not impact the 
amount of water in Isle du Bois Creek.   

In addition, Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan would enhance Isle du Bois Creek’s 
riparian corridor, improving such functions as vegetative filtering of surface water.  

Comment:  The project would destroy the productive fishery or fish-breeding function of Isle 
du Bois Creek.  (8, 22, 27, 55).   
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Response:  The project would have no direct or adverse effect on Isle du Bois Creek fish 
communities or fish spawning.  Holcim has completed field sampling to further study water 
quality and fish community baseline conditions in Isle du Bois Creek.  See the Aquatic Resource 
and Water Quality Characterization Report (including the Addendum).  The results show that the 
fish in the middle and lower sections of Isle du Bois Creek – the only parts of Isle du Bois Creek 
that could potentially be affected by the project – are adapted to and tolerant of variable water 
quality conditions.  The Water Resources and Hydrology Report demonstrates that the middle 
and lower sections of Isle du Bois Creek are seasonally influenced by flooding from the 
Mississippi River during the fish spawning season (April – June).  The project would have no 
effect on the influence of the Mississippi River during fish spawning season. 

In addition, Holcim would enhance the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor.  For example, 
replanting native vegetation would enhance the farmed wetlands along Isle du Bois Creek.  The 
elimination of farming should reduce nutrient non-point source pollution and the restoration of 
the wetlands should enhance the water-quality improvement functions of those areas, such as 
filtering (intercepting surface runoff and removing or retaining its nutrients, processing organic 
wastes, and reducing sediment before it reaches open water).  The emergent vegetation in the 
enhanced wetlands should help provide improved habitat for aquatic species. 

Comment:  Some comments requested analysis of direct and indirect impacts on upstream and 
downstream movement of aquatic species. (2) 

Response:  The project would not involve the construction of any structures (bridges, dams, etc.) 
that could affect the movement of aquatic species in Isle du Bois Creek.  There is an existing low 
water crossing built by a previous landowner that does restrict fish passage during low water. 
However, the project would not affect the existing low water crossing because Holcim has 
withdrawn any improvements to crossings of Isle du Bois Creek from the permit application.  
Holcim has, however, stated that they are willing to remove the low water crossing to improve 
flow if the agencies so desire.  At present, Holcim is awaiting direction from the agencies 
regarding what to do with the existing low water crossing, if anything.  Any action taken would 
be determined by the agencies and would be independent of the project.  Holcim expects that any 
repair or replacement would be designed to improve fish passage. 

6.2.5 Mississippi River 

Comment:  Some commenters stated that hydrological and water quality impacts to the 
Mississippi River have not been properly addressed. (1, 2, 22). 

Response:  In the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, Holcim has characterized Mississippi 
River baseline hydrology and water quality, and considered potential impacts.  For many of the 
same reasons already provided earlier in this Response to Comments, the project would not 
adversely affect Mississippi River hydrology and water quality.   First, there would be no cement 
manufacturing process wastewater discharge from the project to affect Mississippi River water 
quality.  Second, the small increase in stormwater runoff volume that may result from the project 
would have an insignificant effect on the hydrology of the very large Mississippi River.  Third, 
stormwater runoff would be controlled, preventing excessive sediment from entering Isle du Bois 
Creek or the Mississippi River.  Fourth, the cessation of farming would reduce any nutrient or 
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pesticide/herbicide non-point source pollution from the project site.  Fifth, mitigation would 
offset any impacts to the wetlands that would be taken for construction of the harbor.  The 
creation and restoration of approximately 61 acres of wetlands should enhance the water-quality 
improvement functions of those areas, such as filtering (intercepting surface runoff and removing 
or retaining its nutrients, processing organic wastes, and reducing sediment before it reaches 
open water).     

Comment:  Several comments related to the effects of the harbor and barge fleeting areas on the 
Mississippi River.  (1, 2, 8)  The MDNR Water Pollution Control Program stated that a chemical 
analysis of the material excavated or dredged from the harbor should be performed to identify 
any potential constituents of concern. (3)  EPA stated that the impacts of barging and dredging 
on the Mississippi River need to be addressed in more detail.  Another commenter stated that 
annual dredging of the Mississippi River (10,000 – 65,000 cubic yards per year as estimated in 
the Companion Report) would both pollute the Mississippi River and minimize or eliminate its 
habitat value in this area.  (22)  Others including EPA and FWS stated that the cumulative effects 
of dredging of 10,000 to 65,000 cubic yards annually should be evaluated over the 100-year life 
span of the project. (1, 2, 8)  Another commenter said that there could be increased turbidity 
from barge traffic serving the facility and side channel sedimentation. (12)  One commenter 
stated care should be taken to keep machinery out of the waterway as much as possible. (3) 

Response:  Construction and operation of the harbor and barge fleeting area would not adversely 
affect the Mississippi River.   

Holcim sampled and analyzed the unconsolidated earth materials and the groundwater in the 
proposed harbor area to identify any potential contaminants of concern.  Two sampling events 
were completed by Leggette, Brashears & Graham (LBG), Inc., Professional Ground-water and 
Environmental Engineering Services, in February 2001 and January 2002.  Sampling was 
performed for a wide range of pollutants including agricultural and industrial-related 
contaminants.  The results showed that the unconsolidated earth materials and the groundwater at 
the location of the proposed harbor have not been adversely impacted by previous agricultural or 
industrial activity that may have occurred there.  No pesticides, herbicides, volatile organic 
compounds, or semi-volatile organic compounds were detected.  Other potential contaminants 
were either below detection limits or were found in naturally occurring concentrations 
reasonably considered as background.  The results are reported in LBG’s Geochemical Analysis 
of Ground Water and Unconsolidated Earth Materials at the Proposed Harbor, which is an 
attachment to Holcim’s application for a site-specific stormwater permit for the discharges 
expected to occur as part of harbor construction.  See Application for Discharge Permit for 
Activities Associated with Harbor Construction.   

The studies demonstrate that construction of the harbor would not result in any release of 
contaminated material.  Further, the excavation of the harbor would be performed in compliance 
with best management terms and conditions specified in potential MDNR/USACE permits using 
approved techniques to minimize discharge of material into the Mississippi River.    The harbor 
would be dry excavated to the water table and then hydraulically dredged (pumped out) before 
the connection to the Mississippi River is made.  Special care would be used during the work to 
connect the harbor to the Mississippi River to minimize the discharge of material.  Any minor 
discharge of material that would occur during this step would be insignificant and temporary.   
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Construction techniques and best management practices would be used to install permanent 
harbor erosion controls, including riprap construction on harbor slopes and vegetation.  These 
features would be in place prior to initiating the Mississippi River connection.   

Some of the comments about adverse impacts associated with harbor construction were related to 
disposal of the excavated material in North and Hickory Hollows.  Those areas have since been 
withdrawn from the permit application.  The material would now be placed within the proposed 
quarry boundary as some commenters requested.  Erosion controls and a sedimentation basin 
would prevent the material from being carried back into the Mississippi River by stormwater.  
Eventually, the material would be used as a raw material in the cement manufacturing process or 
during reclamation of quarried areas.  Therefore, there should be no adverse impact on the 
Mississippi River from the disposal of the harbor excavation material.  See also the Water 
Resources and Hydrology Report. 

The potential impacts of the harbor on aquatic habitat through loss of wetlands would be offset 
through Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, as more fully described in section 6.3 of 
this Response to Comments.  

Construction of the barge fleeting areas would require driving steel piles in the Mississippi River 
bottom for each of the proposed fleeting cells.  This could cause some localized increases in 
suspended solids in the water column due to disturbance of the Mississippi River bottom during 
construction, but the impact would be temporary and minor, especially when compared to 
background Mississippi River water quality.  See the Water Resources and Hydrology Report. 

Periodic maintenance dredging would be necessary for the harbor entrance and bottom to 
maintain sufficient clearance for barges and operations.  The quantity of 10,000 to 65,000 cubic 
yards per year given in the Companion Report was only for maintenance dredging of the harbor.  
Harbor maintenance dredging would be accomplished with hydraulic dredging equipment to 
minimize sediment stirring.  A Nationwide Permit would be required to conduct harbor 
maintenance dredging.  Periodic in-river maintenance dredging may be necessary in the North 
and South Fleeting Areas to maintain sufficient clearance.  However, Holcim does not expect in-
river maintenance dredging to be required annually.  During low water conditions, the upper part 
of the north fleeting area would be used for storage of empty barges with a draft of only 1-2 feet.  
The historic and current shoal depths in this area are sufficient even at low water to 
accommodate fleeting without dredging.  Any in-river maintenance dredging would be 
accomplished with hydraulic dredging equipment to minimize stirring of sediment on the bottom 
of the Mississippi River.  A separate USACE permit would be required to conduct in-river 
dredging, if ever deemed necessary.  The material from any harbor or in-river periodic 
maintenance dredging would be placed in the uplands on the project site within the proposed 
quarry (or other future environmentally preferable location), and not in the Mississippi River.  
Consequently, maintenance dredging would not cause adverse water pollution or habitat loss in 
the Mississippi River. 
 
Operation of the harbor and barge fleeting area would not adversely impact Mississippi River 
water quality.  First, there is a great deal of existing barge traffic and fleeting on the Mississippi 
River and any additional barge traffic from this project would not be significant, especially since 
Holcim would use the “backhaul” system to move material in otherwise empty barges traversing 
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the Mississippi River or to replace imported material in loaded barges which now move north 
from New Orleans.  Second, barge operations typically would cause only localized scouring and 
suspension of Mississippi River sediment during low water stages.  Even during low stages, the 
existing condition of the Mississippi River includes elevated sediment loading, and some 
additional suspension of sediment would be insignificant in comparison.  Third, while there 
would be increased localized activity from barge operations, similar barging activity at the 
adjacent Rush Island power plant and the nearby Brickeys Stone quarry is not considered to have 
adversely impacted Mississippi River water quality or hydrology.   

Comment:  EPA stated that impacts of atmospheric deposition of air pollutants and nutrients on 
aquatic habitats should be modeled. (1) Another commenter stated that air emissions (especially 
particulate matter and hazardous air pollutants) are likely to cause significant secondary impacts 
when deposited on or in water resources at the site, particularly Isle du Bois Creek and the 
Mississippi River.  This commenter alleged that 160 pounds of mercury emissions per year 
would pose a serious risk to fish and other animals in the river through bioaccumulation.  (22).  
In a supplemental comment dated 10 September 2002, several commenters forwarded the 14-15 
November 2001 hearing transcript and petitioner’s exhibits from the appeal of Holcim’s original 
water quality certification, and directed the USACE’ attention to their evidence on mercury air 
emissions from the proposed cement plant.  (8, 17, 20, 22, 25)  

Response:  The MDNR Air Pollution Control Program is considering Holcim’s application for 
an air permit to construct the cement plant.  Holcim cannot obtain the air permit without 
demonstrating that the project’s air emissions would comply with all applicable federal and state 
air quality and control standards, which are protective of human health (including the most 
sensitive members of the population) and the environment.  As part of air permitting, Holcim has 
conducted modeling of both criteria pollutant impacts and hazardous air pollutant (HAP) 
(including mercury) impacts using standard EPA procedures.  The modeling demonstrated that 
project criteria pollutant impacts would be below all EPA National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS), indicating no significant impact would occur to human health from project 
air emissions.  The modeling also demonstrated that project HAP impacts, including impacts of 
atmospheric deposition to plants, soils, or animal life in the vicinity of the project, would be 
below EPA-defined impact thresholds, indicating no significant impact would occur from project 
HAP deposition.  

With regard to mercury air emissions, this issue was raised during the appeal of MDNR’s 
original water quality certification.  The evidence at the appeal hearing showed that mercury air 
emissions are a global problem, that the vast majority of elemental mercury is not readily 
deposited and is transported globally, that there was no demonstration that air emissions from the 
cement plant would have a localized effect, that MDNR did not believe that mercury problems in 
water have a direct correlation with the facilities neighboring those waters, and that there is not a 
current mercury toxicity problem in the Mississippi River.  Holcim provided a more detailed 
summary of the evidence regarding mercury from the original water quality certification appeal 
to the USACE.  See Holcim’s 1 July 2002 comment letter to the WPCP, atch 3, pp. 7-9.  The 
environmental groups did not appeal the new water quality certification issued to Holcim on     
13 November 2002.   
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In addition, after the appeal hearing, Holcim engaged AER, Inc. to study the potential effects of 
atmospheric deposition of mercury emissions from the Holcim cement plant on fish in the 
Mississippi River.  AER demonstrated that at most, the project may cause a 0.39 ppb increase in 
the existing 131 ppb value for mercury in Mississippi River fish located in the vicinity of the 
project.  This potential increase is considered very small compared to the 300-ppb threshold used 
by the State of Missouri for health-based fish advisories, and in practice would probably not even 
be measurable.  Based on the AER report, section 7.9 of Holcim’s EA, and the other evidence 
about mercury submitted to the USACE, the project’s mercury air emissions would not have a 
significant impact on Mississippi River fish or human health.   

6.2.6 Gulf of Mexico 

Comment:  One commenter stated that the plant’s water quality effects could intensify the “dead 
zone” in the Gulf of Mexico.  (45) 

Response:  The main cause of the “dead zone” is believed to be excessive nutrients from 
agricultural runoff.  However, the project would not cause or contribute to excessive nutrients in 
Isle du Bois Creek or the Mississippi River.  See Holcim’s Water Resources and Hydrology 
Report.  In fact, the cessation of farming on the project site would help reduce nutrient non-point 
source pollution.    

6.2.7 Drinking Water 

Comment:  One commenter stated that the project could cause more toxins in the water everyone 
drinks.  (14-142) 

Response:  The project would not cause toxins in drinking water.  The water wells of local 
residents would not be affected by the project, as discussed in section 7.0 of this Response to 
Comments.  The project would comply with Missouri water quality standards, as discussed in 
section 6.1 of this Response to Comments. 

6.3 Wetland Impacts and Mitigation 

Comment:  Many commenters stated that the project would have irreversible effects of 
destroying wetlands in violation of federal policy that promotes protection of wetlands.  These 
commenters stated that no further loss of wetlands should be allowed since Missouri has already 
lost more than 80-90 percent of its original wetlands.  (1, 8, 9, 14, 17, 20, 21, 22, 23, 27, 37, 38, 
42, 47, 60, 61, 68, 69, 70, 72).    

For example, one commenter stated that the project would destroy 16.8 acres of jurisdictional 
wetlands, and that over 140 total wetland acres in the immediate vicinity may be impacted by 
loss of the 16.8 acres, or by indirect effects of pollution from the quarry and cement plant.  The 
commenter stated that the destruction of wetlands would eliminate the habitat value and 
pollution control function they provide.  (22) 

Some commenters were particularly concerned about wetlands along Isle du Bois Creek, stating 
that at present those wetlands are relatively undisturbed, and surrounded by intact woodland 
although there has been some farming.  (1) These commenters believed the wetlands along Isle 
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du Bois Creek would be damaged by sedimentation entering the stream from the quarrying 
operation, and by construction of haul roads to take fill to hollows on the other side of Isle du 
Bois Creek.  (9, 20, 23).  

Response:  The project is designed to avoid as many wetlands as possible.  For example, in 
evaluating configurations for the harbor, Holcim considered several alternatives that would have 
impacted a greater number of wetlands.  The large harbor alternative would have impacted 
28.6 acres of wetlands.  The preferred small harbor alternative, which impacts 13.9 acres of 
wetlands, was selected, in large part, because it minimized the area of wetlands impacted and 
maximized the area available for mitigation.  See section 4.1.2 of Holcim’s Companion Report. 

In response to comments, and USACE/MDNR requests, Holcim evaluated whether it was 
possible to minimize wetland impacts further, especially along Isle du Bois Creek.  After 
considerable further study, Holcim determined that North and Hickory Hollows could be 
avoided, which had the additional benefit of eliminating any haul roads or improvements to 
crossings of Isle du Bois Creek, and the wetland impacts that would have been associated with 
those roads or crossings.  Holcim also revised the plant design to move the plant footprint and 
the rail spur slightly further south to avoid filling any wetlands along Isle du Bois Creek.  As a 
result, the project would no longer have any direct impacts to wetlands along Isle du Bois Creek.  
This is a significant positive change to the project design directly responsive to the USACE, 
MDNR, and public comments.   

In addition, the Water Resources and Hydrology Report shows that there should be no adverse 
effect on Isle du Bois Creek wetlands from sediment generated by the project.  As explained in 
section 6.2.4 of this Response to Comments, stormwater controls including MDNR-permitted 
sedimentation basins and best management practices would prevent excess sedimentation from 
occurring.  Therefore, the project should not cause any adverse indirect impacts to Isle du Bois 
Creek wetlands.  As discussed further below, the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan would 
enhance the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor, including its wetlands. 

As a result of the project modifications, the total area of wetlands that would be taken by the 
project has been reduced from 16.8 to approximately 14 acres.3  Of this amount, the harbor 
would account for 13.9 acres, or virtually all of the wetlands that would be impacted by the 
project.4  Thus, the primary wetland analysis is focused on the harbor.  There are two relevant 
considerations with regard to the harbor wetlands: the degraded quality of the existing wetlands, 
and the wetland mitigation proposed by Holcim.  

                                                 
3  On September 19, 2002, the USACE issued an approved Jurisdictional Determination verifying that 14 acres of 
jurisdictional wetlands would be impacted by the project, and finding that 0.2 acres of small isolated wetlands did 
not qualify as jurisdictional wetlands in light of the U.S. Supreme Court’s recent decision,  Solid Waste Agency of 
Northern Cook County v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (SWANCC), 121 S.Ct. 675 (2001).  Despite this minor 
change, Holcim would continue to compensate for 14.2 acres of wetlands as proposed in its Wetland and Stream 
Mitigation Plan. 
4 The only other jurisdictional wetland area that would be impacted is a small, 0.1 acre area in Old Quarry Hollow.  
Holcim would mitigate for this unavoidable impact.   
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Most of the harbor wetlands have been previously disturbed by cultivation.  The harbor wetlands 
consist of approximately 12.1 acres of farmed wetland5 and 1.8 acres of forested wetland.6  
Wetlands that have been previously farmed (disturbed) are generally considered of lesser quality 
than established undisturbed wetlands because they are often composed of common, weedy 
species and lack the structural complexity of undisturbed wetlands.  Therefore, the habitat value 
and pollution control function of these wetlands is reduced.   

Some commenters have claimed that all of the Lee Island flood plain within the proposed harbor 
footprint should be considered the equivalent of wetlands in terms of the value provided as 
habitat for aquatic species.  In effect, these commenters have used an expansive definition of 
“wetland” to attempt to argue that the harbor would impact much more than 13.9 acres of 
wetlands. 

In response, only 13.9 acres in the proposed harbor footprint are delineated as jurisdictional 
wetlands.  There is an accepted legal/scientific definition of wetlands that was properly applied 
in delineating wetlands on the project site.  The wetland delineation process identified only 13.9 
acres of wetlands that would be impacted on the Lee Island flood plain.  In addition, wetlands are 
specially protected because they do perform functions different in kind and degree from flood 
plains.  Therefore, an expansive definition of “wetland” is not supported in law or fact. 

Furthermore, the Lee Island flood plain could only perform “wetland” functions as habitat for 
aquatic species when flooding occurs, which is infrequent and sporadic.  In fact, the Lee Island 
flood plain only floods during certain limited times of the year, and not necessarily every year.  
Moreover, farming over many years has seriously reduced the functional value of the Lee Island 
flood plain.  Most of the Lee Island flood plain has been farmed, and, therefore, has little 
vegetation to provide cover or food for fish.  In addition, some of the flood plain that would be 
impacted by the harbor footprint contains tailings piles left by the former quarry operator, which 
have little environmental value and generally do not function as even occasional aquatic habitat.   

The claim that the project would impact over 140 total acres of wetlands in the immediate 
vicinity, either from loss of the harbor wetlands, or indirect pollution from the cement plant or 
quarry, is not correct.  Although there are a total of approximately 141 acres of wetlands on the 
project site – including approximately 94.4 acres along Isle du Bois Creek and approximately 
46.3 acres on Lee Island – no wetlands would be impacted, directly or indirectly, except for the 
approximately 14 acres of wetlands that would be taken by the project. 

Due to project modifications such as avoiding North and Hickory Hollows and the associated 
crossings of Isle du Bois Creek, no Isle du Bois Creek wetlands would be directly impacted.  As 
Holcim’s Water Resources and Hydrology study shows, Isle du Bois Creek wetlands would not 
                                                 
5  Harding ESE originally delineated 7.5 acres of emergent wetlands, 4.6 acres of farmed wetlands, and 1.8 acres of 
forested wetlands (total 13.9 acres) that would be impacted by the harbor.  On September 18, 2002, the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), which is the lead agency for wetland delineation on agricultural lands, 
changed the classification of the 7.5 acres from emergent wetlands to farmed wetlands (these wetlands had been 
periodically farmed).  The USACE accepted this change in its September 19, 2002 approved Jurisdictional 
Determination.   
6  The 1.8 acres of forested wetland include a ditch that was dug to drain the area for farming, a wooded area that has 
become established along the ditch, and a section near the railroad tracks that was also previously farmed. 
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be indirectly impacted, either.  First, stormwater runoff would be controlled to prevent excess 
sediment from entering Isle du Bois Creek or affecting its wetlands, and there would be no 
cement manufacturing process wastewater discharge into Isle du Bois Creek.  Second, Isle du 
Bois Creek’s hydrology would not be adversely affected by the project.   

There would be no direct or indirect adverse impacts to wetlands on the Lee Island flood plain, 
except for the 13.9 acres of degraded wetlands that would be taken by the proposed harbor.  The 
Preliminary Wetland Jurisdictional Determination Report and Water Resources and Hydrology 
Report show the predominant hydrologic influence on the Lee Island wetlands is the Mississippi 
River.  That influence would not be affected by the construction of a harbor.  In addition, there 
would be no impacts from the cement plant or quarry to the Lee Island wetlands.  As previously 
stated, there is no cement manufacturing process wastewater discharge, and all stormwater runoff 
from the quarry and other project operations would be controlled.   

The USACE is fully cognizant that without mitigation, the loss of approximately 14 acres of 
wetlands would have some environmental impact, although far less than alleged by opponents of 
the project.  Since the beginning of this project, Holcim has worked with the USACE to design 
effective mitigation (See section 5.0 of the Companion Report and page 4 of the public notice).  
Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan would ensure appropriate compensation for any 
impacts to wetlands on the project site.   

The Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan would ensure that impacted wetlands are mitigated on a 
greater than one-to-one basis, with approximately 61 acres of high-quality wetlands being 
created or enhanced to replace the approximately 14 acres of wetlands that would be taken for 
the project.  All mitigation would be on-site, which is considered preferable from an 
environmental standpoint so that the resource can be reestablished as close as possible to the 
impacted area.  Although off-site “mitigation banking” or other options could be pursued instead, 
the USACE believes that on-site mitigation is the most environmentally responsible course of 
action.     

On the southern part of Lee Island below the harbor footprint, Holcim is proposing to create an 
additional 25.5 acres of wetlands and enhance 12.8 acres of existing wetlands to form a 
contiguous high-quality wetland complex that would also include the Lee Island slough, a 
Mississippi River backwater which is the most environmentally beneficial natural feature on the 
Lee Island flood plain.  Restoring the slough’s connection to the Mississippi River would enable 
it to more closely function as a backwater habitat by allowing water to enter and remain for 
longer periods of time.  Among other things, restoration would enhance the habitat value of the 
slough by providing fish greater duration of access for spawning, foraging, cover, and resting.  A 
contiguous wetland complex including an enhanced slough would be environmentally preferable 
to current conditions because it would alleviate the habitat fragmentation and non-point source 
sediment and nutrient pollution that farming has caused on the Lee Island flood plain, and would 
provide greater habitat value not only for aquatic species, but for migratory birds and other 
wildlife.  

Holcim also voluntarily offered to perform additional mitigation that would further benefit the 
environment.  Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan would enhance 22.8 acres of 
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farmed wetlands along Isle du Bois Creek as part of enhancing the Isle du Bois Creek riparian 
corridor and providing an overall environmental benefit to the Isle du Bois Creek wetlands.   

Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation plan is fully consistent with the State of Missouri 
Aquatic Resources Mitigation Guidelines.  See further discussion below.   

Comment:  EPA stated there should be an analysis of the indirect impacts to the 94.4 acres of 
wetlands in the Isle du Bois Creek flood plain. (1) 

Response:  In the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, Holcim has analyzed the potential for 
indirect impacts to Isle du Bois Creek and its wetlands.  Due to project modifications, such as 
avoiding North and Hickory Hollows and the associated crossings of Isle du Bois Creek, no Isle 
du Bois Creek wetlands would be directly impacted.  As Holcim’s Water Resources and 
Hydrology study shows, the Isle du Bois Creek wetlands would not be indirectly impacted, 
either.  First, stormwater runoff would be controlled to prevent excess sediment from entering 
Isle du Bois Creek or affecting its wetlands.  Second, Isle du Bois Creek’s hydrology would not 
be adversely affected by the project.  In addition, Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan 
would enhance 22.8 acres of farmed wetlands along Isle du Bois Creek as part of enhancing the 
Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor – providing an overall environmental benefit to the Isle du 
Bois Creek wetlands.   

Comment:  Some commenters criticized Holcim’s proposed wetland mitigation approach as 
insufficient or completely inadequate.  (1, 2, 12, 27, 30).  

Response:  Holcim’s proposed mitigation approach was presented in the public notice (page 4 
and sheet 10 of 10) and in the Companion Report (section 5.0, Proposed Mitigation Measures).  
Since the comments were submitted, Holcim invested considerable time and effort in developing 
a more detailed Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan to address many of the commenters’ 
concerns.  Holcim originally submitted a Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan to the USACE and 
MDNR in November 2001.  As a result of the appeal and withdrawal of Holcim’s water quality 
certification, Holcim revised the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan and resubmitted it to the 
USACE and MDNR on 26 March 2002.  The revised Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan 
clarified but did not change the specific amounts (acreage) or on-site locations of the 
replacement wetlands Holcim had proposed in the November 2001 mitigation plan.  In its         
13 November 2002 water quality certification, MDNR accepted Holcim’s proposed wetland 
mitigation amounts and on-site locations, pending approval of the final mitigation plan.    

Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan meets the requirements of the Missouri Aquatic 
Resources Mitigation Guidelines (“Guidelines”), which were developed by MDNR in 
cooperation with EPA, FWS, MDC, and the USACE.  The Guidelines are expressly designed to 
implement both the federal Clean Water Act and the Missouri Clean Water Law.  They ensure 
protection of water quality by pre-determining minimum acceptable levels of compensatory 
mitigation.  The mitigation ratios in the Guidelines were developed to take into account the key 
factors in the mitigation process:  the uncertainty of mitigation success, the time delay between 
loss of functions and the re-establishment of those functions, and the value of the aquatic 
resource from a water quality perspective.   
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Holcim has followed the Guidelines during the course of the project.  First, both the USACE and 
MDNR asked Holcim to avoid and minimize impacts.  In response to both agencies, as 
previously discussed, Holcim made project modifications to protect Isle du Bois Creek and other 
areas of the site.  Second, in developing the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, Holcim 
followed the mitigation ratios in the Guidelines. 

The minimum ratios in the Guidelines would require the creation of only about 18 acres of 
wetlands.  However, Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan proposes to create 
approximately 25.5 acres of wetlands.  The ratios used by Holcim in its Wetland and Stream 
Mitigation Plan is appropriate for this project site.  Holcim used a 1:1 ratio for the farmed 
wetlands because these areas are generally considered of fairly low quality and their functions 
can be replaced quickly. The Guidelines expressly recognize that degraded (e.g., farmed) 
wetlands exhibit a reduction in habitat value and/or other functions.  A 1:1 ratio for farmed 
wetlands is a generally accepted and routinely applied replacement-to-impact ratio.  Relatively 
higher mitigation ratios were proposed for the emergent (2:1)7 and forested (3:1) wetlands 
because they typically have higher functional value as compared to farmed wetlands and take 
longer to re-establish.   

In addition, Holcim is also voluntarily undertaking to enhance existing farmed wetlands on Lee 
Island and along Isle du Bois Creek.  Holcim is planning to enhance 12.8 acres of farmed 
wetlands on southern Lee Island and enhance the Lee Island slough.  The enhanced wetlands 
would be combined with the 25.5 acres of created wetlands and the enhanced slough to form a 
contiguous, high-quality wetland complex on southern Lee Island.  Holcim is also planning to 
enhance 22.8 acres of farmed wetlands along Isle du Bois Creek, as part of the proposal to 
enhance the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor.  In total, Holcim would create or enhance 
approximately 61 acres of wetlands to replace the approximately 14 acres that would be 
impacted by the project.  Finally, Holcim is also proposing to create a 3.6 acre vegetated buffer 
area between the harbor and the southern Lee Island wetland complex.   

Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan is environmentally responsible.  The plan 
maximizes the amount of contiguous wetland area on both southern Lee Island and along Isle du 
Bois Creek, resulting in improved wetland functions and improved habitat for birds, aquatic 
species, and wildlife.  For many reasons, the plan has a high likelihood of success.  First, wetland 
mitigation would occur on-site and adjacent to the affected resources, which is considered 
environmentally preferable.  Second, the location of southern Lee Island next to the Mississippi 
River and Lee Island slough provides favorable hydrology.  Third, the engineering required, such 
as grading flood plain areas and connecting them to the slough, can be accomplished without 
complex design components and engineering controls.  Fourth, a vegetated buffer would protect 
the wetland mitigation complex from any effects of the harbor.  Fifth, the slough would add to 
the diversity of the planned wetland communities.  In sum, Holcim has carefully considered the 
relevant site characteristics and developed an effective plan.  If for some reason the mitigation is 
not effective, the USACE retains the authority to require Holcim to develop alternative 

                                                 
7   The Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan was developed before NRCS’ September 18, 2002 written certification, 
which re-classified the emergent wetlands that would be impacted by the harbor as farmed wetlands.  Nevertheless, 
Holcim would mitigate for all the wetlands on the project site as proposed in the March 26, 2002 Wetland and 
Stream Mitigation Plan. 
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mitigation or withdraw the permit.  MDNR would have similar authority under its water quality 
certification. 

Finally, Holcim’s experience at its Clarksville, Missouri plant demonstrates that a harbor can 
co-exist and operate in an environmentally responsible manner adjacent to a wetland complex.  
At Clarksville, there is a conservation area containing wetlands immediately north of the harbor, 
separated by a narrow vegetated berm traversed by a gravel road and a line of trees.  The 
conservation area, which is owned by the USACE and jointly managed with the FWS and MDC, 
provides great environmental benefit and is not adversely affected by the harbor or the cement 
plant. 

Comment:  EPA stated that it would support mitigation that enhances existing farmed wetlands, 
provided the mitigation ratio is higher.  (1)  Another commenter said that mitigation ratios should 
be higher when enhancement is being utilized as the means of mitigating for impacts. (27). 

Response:  The Missouri Aquatic Resources Mitigation Guidelines, which were developed in 
cooperation with EPA, prescribe a mitigation ratio range of 1:1 to 1.5:1 for farmed wetlands.  In 
developing the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, Holcim used a 1:1 ratio to determine how 
many acres of wetlands should be created to replace the 4.6 acres of farmed wetlands that would 
be taken for the harbor.8  This ratio is appropriate because the farmed wetlands are generally 
considered of fairly low quality and their functions can be replaced quickly.  In fact, the 
cessation of farming and the planting of native vegetation would have immediate benefits.  The 
Guidelines expressly recognize that degraded (e.g., farmed) wetlands exhibit a reduction in 
habitat value and/or other functions.  The ratios in the Guidelines also expressly take into 
account the time delay between the loss of functions and re-establishment of those functions.  A 
1:1 ratio for farmed wetlands is a generally accepted and routinely applied replacement-to-
impact ratio.   

Holcim used a 2:1 ratio for the 7.5 acres of emergent wetlands previously delineated at the 
proposed harbor location.  However, the emergent wetlands have since been certified by NRCS 
as farmed wetlands, which would have supported a lower ratio.  Nevertheless, Holcim would 
mitigate for all the wetlands on the project site as originally planned.  It should also be noted that 
Holcim offered to enhance an additional 12.8 acres of farmed wetlands on southern Lee Island 
and 22.8 acres of farmed wetlands along Isle du Bois Creek.  In total, Holcim would create or 
enhance approximately 61 acres of wetlands to replace the approximately 14 acres of low quality 
wetlands impacted by the project.  This is an effective ratio of more than 4:1, exceeding the 
requirements of the Guidelines.  Finally, it should be noted that mitigation work would begin on 
southern Lee Island and along Isle du Bois Creek as soon as possible after permit issuance.  

                                                 
8  Harding ESE originally delineated 7.5 acres of emergent wetlands, 4.6 acres of farmed wetlands, and 1.8 acres of 
forested wetlands (total 13.9 acres) that would be impacted by the harbor.  On September 18, 2002, the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), which is the lead agency for wetland delineation on agricultural lands, 
changed the classification of the 7.5 acres from emergent wetlands to farmed wetlands (these wetlands had been 
periodically farmed).  The USACE accepted this change in its September 19, 2002 approved Jurisdictional 
Determination.   

 



 

 
 55

Comment:  One commenter criticized the wetland mitigation proposal in the public notice 
because there would be impacts between the time harbor construction begins and mitigation 
measures are initiated.  (22)   

Response:  The ratios in the Missouri Aquatic Resources Mitigation Guidelines expressly take 
into account the time delay between the loss of functions and re-establishment of those functions.  
Farmed wetlands can be enhanced relatively quickly because the cessation of farming and the 
planting of native vegetation would have immediate benefits.  Mitigation work would begin on 
southern Lee Island and along Isle du Bois Creek as soon as possible after permit issuance.   

Comment:  One commenter said that wetland destruction is not appropriate even if potentially 
legal through the mitigation process since even the USACE’ own analyses show that mitigation 
sites fail more than they succeed.  (30) 

Response:  Holcim has carefully considered the relevant site characteristics and developed an 
effective plan.  First, wetland mitigation would occur on-site and adjacent to the affected 
resources, which is considered environmentally preferable.  Second, the location of southern Lee 
Island next to the Mississippi River and Lee Island slough provides favorable hydrology.  Third, 
the engineering required, such as grading flood plain areas and connecting them to the slough, 
would be relatively simple.  Fourth, a vegetated buffer would protect the wetland mitigation 
complex from any effects of the harbor.  Fifth, the slough would add to the diversity of the 
planned wetland communities.  In sum, Holcim has carefully considered the relevant site 
characteristics and developed an effective plan.  The USACE expects that Holcim’s mitigation 
will be successful.  Mitigation actions within the St. Louis District are on average succeeding or 
are under corrective review.  If for some reason Holcim’s mitigation is not fully effective, the 
USACE retains the authority to require Holcim to develop alternative mitigation or withdraw the 
permit.  MDNR would have similar authority under its water quality certification, and is 
imposing a condition requiring off-site mitigation if on-site mitigation is not successful.  The 
MDNR condition, which will become a requirement of any Department of the Army permit, is 
an additional safeguard to ensure adequate mitigation.  

Comment:  EPA commented that a buffer should be placed around any wetlands created.  (1)   

Response:  As provided in the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, Holcim would create a 3.6 
acre vegetated buffer between the harbor and the wetland mitigation complex on southern Lee 
Island. In addition, the Isle du Bois Creek wetlands would be protected by a large undisturbed 
buffer area to the north (made possible by the project modifications).  There would also be a 
vegetated buffer along the south bank of Isle du Bois Creek to protect the Isle du Bois Creek 
wetlands from the cement plant and quarry areas.  The USACE would impose a condition 
requiring that all mitigation areas be protected under a perpetual Declaration of Covenants and 
Restrictions.     

Comment:  One commenter said that no wetlands should be used as any disposal site as part of 
the mitigation efforts. (3) 

Response:  The proposed Lee Island and Isle du Bois Creek wetlands would not be used for the 
disposal of any material.  The harbor excavation material would be placed in Old Quarry Hollow 
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within the quarry boundary.  There is one very small wetland (0.08 acre in size) that would be 
impacted at this location.  However, this wetland impact is not part of Holcim’s proposed 
mitigation effort.  In essence, this minor 0.08-acre wetland impact is the result of project 
modifications to avoid North and Hickory Hollows, an action in itself that would avoid impacts 
to hundreds of acres of forest land that includes some jurisdictional waters.  Nonetheless, the 
impact to the 0.08-acre wetland would also be mitigated as part of Holcim’s Wetland and Stream 
Mitigation Plan.   

Comment:  In a supplemental comment dated 10 September 2002, several commenters 
forwarded the 14-15 November 2001 hearing transcript and petitioner’s exhibits from the appeal 
of Holcim’s original water quality certification, and directed the USACE’ attention to their 
evidence of deficiencies in Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan.  (8, 17, 20, 22, 25)  In 
a supplemental comment dated 8 November 2002, the same commenters criticized the adequacy 
and accuracy of Holcim’s revised Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan.  (8, 17,20, 22, 25) 

Response:  Comments about Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan are addressed above.  
It should be noted that on 26 March 2002, Holcim submitted a new application to MDNR for a 
water quality certification accompanied by a revised Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan.  
Holcim’s response to the 8 November 2002 comment criticizing the revised Wetland and Stream 
Mitigation Plan was provided to the USACE by letter dated 21 November 2002, and is 
incorporated herein by reference.   

Comment:  In a supplemental comment dated November 8, 2002, one commenter criticized the 
adequacy and accuracy of Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan dated March 26, 2002 
[the current version under consideration].  The comment stated that:  Holcim’s mitigation plan 
would involve a net loss of rare wetlands, that Lee Island is not an acceptable site for wetland 
mitigation, the Holcim’s monitoring and contingency plans are inadequate, that Holcim has 
conveniently shrunk wetlands along Isle du Bois Creek without explanation, that Holcim’s 
stream mitigation plan is completely inadequate, and that the inadequacies of Holcim’s 
mitigation underscores the need for an EIS.  (22) 

Response:  The comment that Holcim’s mitigation would involve a net loss of rare wetlands was 
addressed above, in this section.  In summary, the existing wetlands that would be impacted are 
already degraded and of low quality, and Holcim would provide more than sufficient 
compensatory mitigation.  In addition, for the reasons provided above, the Lee Island floodplain 
cannot be considered the functional equivalent of wetlands.    

With regard to the claim that Lee Island is not an acceptable site for wetland mitigation, on-site 
mitigation is generally considered environmentally preferable.  The location of southern Lee 
Island next to the Mississippi River and Lee Island slough provides favorable hydrology, an 
important factor in the success of wetland mitigation.  The engineering required, such as grading 
floodplain areas and connecting them to the slough, will be relatively simple, adding to the 
likelihood of success.   

The criticism of the monitoring and contingency plans is premature.  Holcim will be required to 
monitor the progress of its mitigation efforts for a period of time determined appropriate by the 
USACE and MDNR.  MDNR has issued a water quality certification with monitoring 
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requirements.  The final monitoring plan approved by the USACE and MDNR should include a 
monitoring period, based on valid science, for determining the success of Holcim’s mitigation 
efforts.  If for some reason the mitigation is not fully effective, the USACE retains the authority 
to require Holcim to develop alternative mitigation or revoke the permit.  MDNR would have 
similar authority under its water quality certification. 

As provided in the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, Holcim will create a 3.6 acre vegetated 
buffer between the harbor and the wetland mitigation complex on southern Lee Island.  This 
amount of buffer is sufficient to protect the wetland mitigation complex from effects of the 
harbor.  Holcim’s experience at its Clarksville, Missouri plant demonstrates that a harbor can 
co-exist and operate in an environmentally responsible manner adjacent to a wetland complex.  
At Clarksville, there is a conservation area containing wetlands immediately north of the harbor, 
separated by a narrow berm traversed by a gravel road and a line of trees (less than 3.6 acres).  
The conservation area, which is owned by the USACE and jointly managed with the FWS and 
MDC, provides great environmental benefit and is not adversely affected by the harbor. 

Other factors will help protect the southern Lee Island wetland complex from potential negative 
effects from the harbor.  For example, Holcim will be obligated to comply with environmental 
laws controlling spills of oil and grease, or other materials, ensuring that toxics will not 
adversely impact the wetland complex.   

With regard to the allegation that wetland impacts will occur along Isle du Bois Creek, the 
USACE will impose conditions to ensure that Holcim will not impact any wetlands along Isle du 
Bois Creek, including wetlands on the south side of Isle du Bois Creek in the vicinity of the 
cement plant.  Holcim must ensure that the cement plant design, including the cement plant, rail 
spur, cement plant sedimentation basin, and road crossings, will avoid the original wetland 
delineation lines in the Preliminary Jurisdictional Wetland Determination Report (PJWDR).  
Those original wetland delineation lines were approved by the USACE in its September 19, 2002 
Jurisdictional Determination.   

With regard to the alleged discrepancy, Holcim determined that after the PJWDR was issued, 
Holcim’s consultant, Harding ESE, used GPS (global positioning system) data to determine a 
more precise wetland boundary line in the vicinity of the cement plant.  The original line in the 
PJWDR (Figure 2-3), which was based on aerial photography, generally followed the top of the 
bank along Isle du Bois Creek.  The modified (GPS) line followed the actual (lower) wetland 
boundaries more accurately, and was used in Holcim’s subsequent diagrams and figures 
(including Figure 2-2, Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan).  However, due to an oversight, the 
modified line was not communicated to the USACE or approved.  Therefore, even though the 
modified line is accurate, Holcim will use the original (PJWDR) wetland boundary line in order 
to ensure there is no question that Holcim is fulfilling its commitment to avoid wetlands along 
Isle du Bois Creek.  As stated, Holcim will ensure that the design of the cement plant, rail spur, 
sedimentation basin, and road crossings will not impact the wetlands along southern Isle du Bois 
Creek.   

With regard to concerns about the adequacy of stream mitigation, jurisdictional waters on the 
project site – and the amount of those waters that will be impacted by the project - are 
determined by the USACE.  However, the commenter uses as a basis for its claim a January 5, 
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2001 comment letter from FWS.  Importantly, it should be pointed out that this letter was written 
about six months before any representative of FWS even visited the project site.  In addition, the 
FWS letter states that it estimates an  “additional 18+ miles of intermittent or ephemeral streams 
would be directly impacted.”  This comment is unclear.  The Companion Report, section 3.4 and 
Figure 3-6, identifies 3.4 miles (now 3.2 miles after project changes) of jurisdictional intermittent 
streams, seeps, and springs at the site that will be impacted within the 100+ year quarry 
boundary.  The FWS comment about 18+ miles may be referring to the length of non-
jurisdictional watercourses or ravines that are identified by dotted lines in Figure 3-6 of the 
Companion Report.  However, these watercourses/ravines do not qualify as intermittent streams, 
because they only contain water during and immediately after storm events, nor do they provide 
aquatic habitat.  As stated in the PJWDR, these watercourses/ravines were identified only to 
assist in defining watershed areas.   
 
The commenters also alleges that Holcim has not evaluated the cumulative impacts on “the 
watershed” that results from the loss of wetlands and streams.  However, the commenter did not 
specify which “watershed” it meant.  In fact, Holcim has conducted an extensive study of the Isle 
du Bois Creek watershed, as documented in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report.  The 
data and results of the Water Resources and Hydrology Report were considered in formulating 
the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan.  In addition, the USACE EA contains a cumulative 
impact analysis for the relevant geographic area, including the Isle du Bois Creek and 
Mississippi River watersheds. 

The commenter also alleges that waiting for a period of eight to 10 years to begin stream 
mitigation is inadequate.  However, Holcim has proposed certain mitigation that will occur even 
before quarrying begins, including enhancement of the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor by 
restoring a total of approximately 22.8 acres of farmed wetlands along Isle du Bois Creek, 
restoring some relict stream channels, and stabilizing stream banks along Isle du Bois Creek, as 
well as restoration of the Lee Island slough.  This mitigation will offset the impacts to 
approximately one mile of intermittent stream that will occur during the eight to 10 years 
required to open the quarry.  In addition, as the evidence at the MDNR land reclamation hearing 
showed, it is necessary to open the quarry before reclamation can begin, and Holcim’s 
reclamation plan complies with Missouri concurrent reclamation requirements. 

Impacts to upland aquatic resources will be further mitigated by creation of small ponds along 
the ridges and a lake in the eastern one-third of the quarry.  The lake will provide excellent open 
water and emergent aquatic habitat, adding more value to the compensatory mitigation that 
Holcim has proposed for wetland and stream impacts.  The shallower areas near the western 
shoreline and the vegetated fringes will be particularly attractive to migratory birds, fish, and 
other wildlife. 

As a result of the phased quarry plan, impacts to intermittent streams and upland aquatic 
resources will be gradual over the life of the quarry.  Because reclamation will be ongoing and 
progress as the quarry slowly advances, impacts to the upland aquatic resources and habitat will 
be fully mitigated. 
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With regard to the renewed request for an EIS, this is thoroughly addressed in Section 4.0 above. 

See also other sections of this document, including Section 6.5. 

6.4 Navigation 

Comment:  One commenter stated that the Companion Report does not examine the magnitude 
of strain on the Mississippi River navigation system. (18)   

Response:  The project is not expected to result in significantly increased barge traffic that would 
strain the Mississippi River navigation system.  Any increase that could be attributable to Holcim 
– which is expected to be small – would be a nominal percentage of the existing barge traffic on 
the Mississippi River.  To ship cement, Holcim uses common carrier barge lines.  In doing so, 
Holcim relies on the common carrier “backhaul” transportation system, where costs are reduced 
by the carrier’s ability to schedule return shipments for other companies, so that the barge is used 
both ways.  Most barge tows moving on the river consist of loaded and empty barges moving 
north and south.  Barges which bring salt and fertilizer up from New Orleans to northern cities 
could be used by Holcim on the return trip to ship cement to the southern Mississippi River 
market.  Conversely, empty barges moving up-river to pick up grain for export could be used by 
Holcim to transport cement to northern markets.  The use of “backhaul” transportation should 
substantially minimize any net increase of barge traffic from the plant.  In addition, some of the 
barges that would be used to transport cement from the project site would replace barges that are 
currently being used to transport imported cement north on the Mississippi River from the port of 
New Orleans.     

Comment:  The River Industry Action Committee (RIAC) provided specific recommendations 
relating to matters such as the width of the north and south barge fleeting areas, and operational 
safety requirements such as lighting. (13) 

Response:  Holcim followed the RIAC fleeting configuration recommendations in the design of 
the fleeting areas.  Based on additional engineering, Holcim was able to reduce the number of 
head cells in the north fleeting area from two to one, and the number of breasting dolphins from 
11 to six.  Holcim would also follow the RIAC operational recommendations.  However, the 
recommendation to avoid tows larger than 25 barges is not within Holcim’s control.  The 
common carrier barge lines determine the size of the tows. 

6.5 Quarry Impacts and Reclamation 

Comment:  Generally, there were concerns about the environmental impacts of the quarry.  EPA, 
FWS, and others stated that the mining of limestone would directly impact 2,000 acres (1, 2, 7, 8, 
9, 10, 12, 17, 19, 20 (a grouping of 80 form letters), 22, 23, 27, 29, 45, 47, 50, 57, 67, 79, 80, 82, 
83, 86, 91 (a grouping of 87 form letters), 94, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 170).   

Response:  Holcim applied to the USACE for a permit that would authorize impacts to 
jurisdictional waters within the “100+ years” quarry boundary, as identified in the public notice, 
Sheet 8 of 10.  The “100+ years” quarry boundary extends to the outside line of the block 
marked “100+ years” on Sheet 8 of 10.  The total land area within the “100+ years” quarry 
boundary is approximately 1,261 acres.   



 

 
 60

Holcim applied to the MDNR to expand Holcim’s existing land reclamation permit to authorize 
quarry activities for 100 years up to the “100+ years” quarry boundary.  (In order to get the rock 
needed for the construction of the access road, Holcim obtained a land reclamation permit from 
MDNR in 2000, which authorized additional quarrying in a 64-acre area where the former quarry 
on the project site had been located.) 
 
Holcim also identified the “ultimate extent of the quarry” boundary as shown on Public Notice 
Sheet 8 of 10.  The total area within the “ultimate extent of the quarry” boundary is 
approximately 1,627 acres.  If additional limestone reserves are ever required beyond the 
“100+ years” quarry boundary, Holcim would have to apply to the USACE for authorization to 
impact jurisdictional waters in the area between the “100+ years” quarry boundary and the 
“ultimate extent of the quarry” boundary, and to MDNR for authorization to quarry the 
additional acreage.  In the meantime, the 366-acre area between the “100+ years” quarry 
boundary and the “ultimate extent of the quarry” boundary would remain undisturbed forested 
land contiguous with the buffer area, and would not be directly utilized under the USACE 
permit.  

It is important to recognize that impacts to the uplands within the quarry would not occur all at 
once.  Instead, impacts would occur sequentially, and be reclaimed or mitigated sequentially, 
over the permitted term of the quarry.  The proposed quarry plan concentrates the quarrying 
operations into discrete sections and, therefore, limits the impacts to relatively small areas at any 
one time, especially in view of the reclamation that would occur.  A large tract of undisturbed 
area within the quarry would be maintained for many years.  This undisturbed land would form a 
contiguous tract with the buffer and, therefore, benefit wildlife. 
 
In the first three years of the project (initial construction and development), the following 
impacts would occur: 47 acres for the harbor and associated infrastructure, 14 acres for the 
cement plant sedimentation basin, and, within the quarry boundary, 227 acres – consisting of 
approximately 109 acres for the Old Quarry Hollow fill area, 54 acres for the Raddy Hollow fill 
area, 13 acres for the topsoil storage area, and 51 additional acres for the cement plant.  (Note:  
Approximately 56 acres in the area of the former quarry that will be required for the cement 
plant were previously impacted during construction of the access road).   
 
Development of the quarry will occur at an average rate of about 12 acres per year.  (Note: 
During the first 10 years of quarry operations, the quarry will advance at an average rate of 
approximately 18 acres per year.  In addition, the first 10 years of quarry operations will involve 
a 27-acre expansion of the Raddy Hollow fill area in year 4, and a 28-acre expansion of the 
Raddy Hollow fill area in year 7).  After the first 10 years, quarry advancement will begin to 
slow down so that after 50 years, the quarry is advancing at an average rate of only 
approximately 8-10 acres per year.)     
 
No more than approximately 200 acres will be actively quarried at one time.  After the first 8-10 
years of quarry operations, reclamation will begin in accordance with MDNR land reclamation 
requirements. 
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The quarry plan consists of initially opening two quarry faces (west and east faces).  The 
quarrying of the two faces would allow the extraction of raw materials to obtain the correct 
mixture for cement manufacture.  The quarry sequence in 5-year and then 10-year increments for 
the 100+ year life of the quarry is presented in Sheet 8 of 10 of the public notice.  

The West Quarry initially would be approximately 1,000 feet in width, starting at the western 
valley wall of Raddy Hollow, and the face would advance to the southwest.  The East Quarry 
face (approximately 800 feet long) would start on the eastern valley wall of Raddy Hollow and 
progress to the east, toward the bluffs along the Mississippi River.  The East Quarry would 
proceed along the bluffs to a point near Old Quarry Hollow (Hollows D and E).  At 
approximately 30-40 years, the East Quarry would then turn to the northwest in order to connect 
with the south flank of the West Quarry.  After that point, the East Quarry would continue as 
shown on Sheet 8 of 10.  For example, impacts to Wolf Hollow would not begin to occur until 
approximately 50-60 years.  

Comment:  FWS claimed that the quarry would indirectly impact an unknown number of 
additional acres.  According to FWS, indirect quarry impacts, which need to be considered, 
include: impacts on off-site watercourses, noise impacts from blasting, and airborne dust from 
mining.  (2) 

Response:  The quarry would not cause significant adverse indirect impacts outside its 
boundaries because noise, vibrations, dust, and sediment would be controlled.   

Noise and vibrations from blasting or other operations in the quarry would be limited by several 
factors, including landscape features, distance, and blasting controls.  The natural landscape, 
including the bluffs along the Mississippi River, the surrounding hills, and a ridge between the 
quarry and Isle du Bois Creek, would keep the quarry relatively isolated and provide good 
containment of sound from the quarry.  The buffer area, which would surround the quarry on all 
sides, would prevent any development encroaching on the quarry.  The buffer area would 
maintain substantial distance – typically at least one mile – between the quarry and surrounding 
residents.9  In addition, blasting would occur only during daylight hours, typically once in the 
morning and once in the afternoon.  All blasting would comply with the applicable ATF and 
MSHA regulations, and with guidelines developed by the Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement (Department of Interior).  Holcim is very experienced in using a variety of 
standard blasting practices to help ensure that ground vibrations do not adversely impact 
neighboring homes or other structures.  During the night, quarry operations would be limited to 
drilling, crushing, loading, and hauling, which generate minimal noise.  Quarry operations would 
also be subject to regulatory limits established by MSHA for ambient noise.  Considering all 
these factors, there should be no significant noise or vibration impacts to surrounding residents 
from blasting or other quarry operations. 
                                                 
9 To the north, the homes of the closest property owners are approximately four miles from the proposed cement 
plant or the quarry.  To the east the nearest residents are more than five miles away, across the Mississippi River.  
To the south, the home of the closest property owner is approximately one mile from the closest point in the quarry 
(and, in fact, that area would not be mined for at least 30 years).  To the west, the home of the closest resident is 
more than a mile from the cement plant, approximately a mile from the location of the main quarry activity in the 
early years, and approximately 2/3 of a mile from the nearest point in the quarry (an area that would not be mined 
for 40 years). 
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Potential dust impacts from the quarry could occur through blasting, loading and unloading, 
transportation by truck on haul roads, and operation of a rock crusher.  However, dust will be 
controlled by watering dry areas, or using other methods as necessary, to comply with the 
MDNR air permit for the project and MDNR air regulations limiting the emission of fugitive 
dust.  Any dust that would be produced by quarry operations would also settle out of the air 
fairly rapidly, further minimizing the potential for dust emissions to cause significant impacts 
outside project site boundaries. 

The primary off-site watercourse is the Mississippi River.  Stormwater controls would prevent 
the discharge of excess sediment to the Mississippi River.  See the Water Resources and 
Hydrology Report, and section 6.2.5 of this Response to Comments. 

Comment:  Several comments were received relating to the proposed quarry reclamation plan. 
EPA stated that the Companion Report did not provide sufficient detail about the reclamation 
plan.  EPA asked how the streams and seeps in the quarry would be restored and how the process 
would be monitored.  EPA questioned whether the streams and seeps could be enhanced given 
the total change in geomorphology.  EPA stated a concern that available topsoil may be too 
shallow and limited to enhance the upland deciduous forested areas.  EPA asked whether native 
or introduced grass species would be used, and how Holcim would determine where trees should 
be re-planted.  EPA stated its concern that reclamation would be insufficient to mitigate for 
ecological losses at the site and recommended use of the 10 ecological processes outlined 
elsewhere in EPA’s comments to determine the impacts as well as design a better 
reclamation/mitigation plan.  EPA further stated that habitat corridors should be designed as part 
of the alternative plan to allow for migration and refuge of flora and fauna. (1)  FWS 
recommended that Holcim consider restoring non-wetland tracts as part of the mitigation efforts.  
FWS questioned whether the site could be restored to existing conditions, when reclamation of 
the area would not begin until after the first 10 years of mining.  FWS stated that no mitigation 
has been proposed for upland wildlife habitat and that such habitat must be replaced in-kind. (2) 

Response:  Holcim’s Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy (Reclamation Strategy) is an 
effective program that would responsibly mitigate the environmental impacts of the quarry.  The 
Reclamation Strategy has been refined since the comments were submitted.  The first version of 
the Reclamation Strategy as described in the Companion Report was in part based on 
consultations with the MDNR Water Pollution Control Program, and incorporated certain water 
quality objectives recommended by MDNR’s 401 water quality certification staff.  The 
Reclamation Strategy has been revised twice to reflect project modifications, such as avoidance 
and withdrawal of the hollows north of Isle du Bois Creek.   

The principal objectives of the Reclamation Strategy would be to reconstruct the existing rugged 
upland topography, at a lower elevation, and replace the jurisdictional intermittent stream 
systems, to the extent practical, using fluvial geomorphology and state-of-the-art methods and 
practices.  Reclaimed areas would be seeded and planted with native vegetation species that 
would re-establish the forest and provide a range of wildlife habitats.  Small ponds would be 
created to provide additional upland aquatic habitat.  A lake with vegetated fringes would cover 
approximately the eastern one-third of the quarry.  In addition, even before quarry operations 
begin, Holcim would begin stream mitigation by enhancing the Isle du Bois Creek riparian 
corridor and restoring the Lee Island slough.   
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The undisturbed areas on the project site would be integrated with reclaimed areas to provide the 
largest contiguous wildlife habitat possible.  Some areas would not be quarried for many years.  
These areas would be maintained in a natural condition until quarried and then integrated with 
the undisturbed and/or reclaimed areas to provide contiguous wildlife habitats.  An extensive 
buffer area extends around most of the proposed quarry.  The buffer area and the undisturbed 
areas would be maintained in a natural condition and would provide a “seed bank” for the 
reclaimed areas.  The Reclamation Strategy would be integrated with the Wetland and Stream 
Mitigation Plan, and the conservation measures that Holcim proposed in its BA.   

Based on these objectives, the USACE believes that the Reclamation Strategy satisfactorily 
addresses the concerns of EPA, FWS, and other commenters.  As to specific concerns about the 
viability of stream restoration, Holcim realizes that it is not possible to reconstruct the same 
heights in the topography present at the site.  However, Holcim can use state-of-the-art 
techniques to re-create physical structure and features that would provide hydrologic, water 
quality, and aquatic habitat functions similar to the existing jurisdictional intermittent streams.  
In its 13 November 2002 water quality certification, MDNR determined that the amount and 
location of Holcim’s proposed stream mitigation is acceptable pending approval of the final 
mitigation plan.  The MDNR has imposed conditions in the water quality certification that would 
require monitoring to ensure success of stream mitigation.  If success were not achieved, Holcim 
would be required to undertake additional mitigation, including off-site mitigation if necessary.  
The USACE would have authority to require and enforce successful mitigation under the 
Department of the Army permit.  The conditions in the MDNR water quality certification would 
also be requirements of the Department of the Army permit, providing additional safeguard to 
ensure successful mitigation in the upland jurisdictional areas.   

With regard to any concerns about timing, it is not possible to begin reclamation until initial 
quarry operations create sufficient areas for subsequent reclamation.  However, even before any 
quarry operations commence (which would not occur until after cement plant construction 
begins), Holcim would begin stream restoration along Isle du Bois Creek and the Lee Island 
slough.  This mitigation would be in place quickly and would compensate for impacts that would 
be caused during the first 8-10 years of quarry operations (only approximately one-half mile of 
jurisdictional intermittent stream would be impacted during this time, in Raddy Hollow).  Once 
reclamation starts, it would continue in phases as the quarry advances.  

Therefore, environmental impacts would be mitigated in an ongoing process as the quarry 
proceeds, unlike many other quarry reclamations in Missouri, where reclamation does not begin 
until after all quarry activities cease.  In addition, Holcim would reclaim the land more closely to 
its previous condition (e.g., natural contours, although at a lower elevation) than is typically 
required for other Missouri quarries.  In fact, Missouri’s Land Reclamation Act generally only 
requires the re-creation of rolling topography suitable for agricultural use.  RsMO 444.774.1.  In 
summary, Holcim’s Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy commits Holcim to an outstanding 
restoration effort that would mitigate jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional environmental impacts 
from the quarry.  Holcim is fully capable of and experienced in meeting its land reclamation 
commitments, as evidenced by the Missouri Land Reclamation Award the company received in 
1993 for its land reclamation program at the Clarksville, Missouri plant.  



 

 
 64

Evidence from the MDNR land reclamation hearing further supports the USACE’s determination 
that Holcim’s reclamation will be successful.  At the hearing, two expert witnesses, including the 
Dean of the School of Mines at the University of Missouri-Rolla, testified that Holcim’s 
reclamation plan is technically feasible, well designed, and can be efficiently implemented in 
conjunction with the mining plan (even considering that Holcim has committed to rehandling 
overburden material within the quarry to avoid impacts north of Isle du Bois Creek).  The 
evidence further showed that Holcim’s reclamation plan exceeds the minimum requirements of 
Missouri’s land reclamation statutes and regulations and that Holcim’s reclamation plan is an 
extensive, aggressive plan that demonstrates a commitment to replace and redevelop natural 
habitats in the quarry area.  The Land Reclamation Commission’s Staff Director concurred with 
these conclusions regarding Holcim’s reclamation plan. 

Comment:  In a supplemental comment dated 10 September 2002, several commenters 
forwarded the comments they had submitted to the MDNR Land Reclamation Program regarding 
Holcim’s land reclamation permit expansion application.  (8, 17, 20, 22, 25) 

Response:  The referenced comments were submitted to the MDNR Land Reclamation Program 
in support of requests for a “public hearing” (adjudicatory or evidentiary hearing) on Holcim’s 
land reclamation permit expansion application.  A public hearing was ordered and was held on 
19-21 February 2003.  However, during the hearing process the commenters withdrew all the 
claims that had been raised in their comment letters to the MDNR Land Reclamation Program 
except the issue of the constitutionality of the 2001 Amendments to the Missouri Land 
Reclamation Act.   

Notwithstanding that development, the primary issues that had been raised by the commenters 
letters to the MDNR Land Reclamation Program were addressed by Holcim at the land 
reclamation hearing.  Generally, the commenters had originally alleged that Holcim’s land 
reclamation permit expansion application should be denied because: (1) it is not complete, (2) 
the proposed quarry would unduly impair the health, safety or livelihood of surrounding 
residents and environmental groups or their members, and (3) there is a reasonable likelihood of 
future noncompliance.   

With regard to the first issue, the MDNR Land Reclamation Program determined that Holcim’s 
land reclamation permit expansion application for the proposed quarry was complete under 
MDNR’s Land Reclamation Act and implementing regulations.  It should also be noted that, as 
stated above, that Missouri’s Land Reclamation Program generally only requires the re-creation 
of rolling topography suitable for agricultural use.  Many of the items critiqued by the 
commenters as incomplete, including Holcim’s Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy and 
Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, are designed to fulfill USACE and MDNR Water Pollution 
Control Program requirements for mitigation of impacts to jurisdictional waters, and exceed the 
minimum requirements of the MDNR Land Reclamation Program.  The merits of Holcim’s 
mitigation and reclamation plans are discussed extensively throughout this Response to 
Comments. 
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With regard to the second issue, at the land reclamation hearing Holcim produced one company 
witness, six expert witnesses, and the Staff Director of the Land Reclamation Commission to 
establish that quarry activities, including drilling, blasting, loading, hauling, crushing, and 
reclamation would not cause adverse effects to any neighbor’s air, land, crops, houses, surface 
water, groundwater, wells, animals, or property values from dust, noise, blasting, vibrations, or 
other means.  As Holcim’s witnesses explained, the neighbors will be protected by the distance 
between them and the quarry, the buffer area, the hilly and wooded topography that will 
surround the quarry, the geology in the area that will protect their groundwater sources, Holcim’s 
expertise in quarry operations, modern technology for blasting and equipment, and Holcim’s 
reclamation.  The witnesses presented by Holcim were extremely well qualified, knowledgeable, 
and credible.  Based on Holcim’s evidence, the quarry will not impair the health, safety or 
livelihood of any person.         

Many sections of this Response to Comments provide further evidence that the proposed quarry 
would not unduly impair any person’s health, safety or livelihood.  See, e.g., section 6.5, above 
(discussion of how potential noise, vibration, and dust impacts would be controlled); sections 
6.2.1, 6.2.3, and 6.2.4 (discussion of the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, including 
management of stormwater runoff and sediment impacts); section 7.0 (discussion of local 
resident concerns, including protection of groundwater and water wells).   

With regard to the third issue, the evidence at the hearing, including testimony and a 15 May 
2002 memorandum from the Land Reclamation Commission Staff Director to the Commission, 
showed that the Director and his program staff have determined that Holcim does not have a 
disqualifying compliance record.  Relying on the Land Reclamation Program’s records of 
Holcim’s land reclamation compliance history and information received from the other programs 
within MDNR (the Air Pollution Control Program, the Water Pollution Control Program, and the 
Hazardous Waste Program), the Director and his staff found that Holcim has no pattern or 
history of noncompliance that would suggest a reasonable likelihood of future acts of 
noncompliance.  Holcim’s environmental compliance record at the Clarksville, Missouri plant is 
further discussed in sections 6.11 and 8.2 of this Response to Comments.     

6.6 Endangered and Threatened Species 

Comment:  A number of comments were received reflecting concern for potential harm to 
endangered and threatened species.  (1, 2, 4, 16, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 27, 28, 34, 47, 50, 55, 120)  
Four commenters stated that a BA should be performed by FWS, MDNR, or MDC to ensure that 
no federally threatened or endangered species would be adversely affected.  (11, 27, 28, 39)  
MDC stated that a BA should be performed, with a 30-day MDC review period.  FWS did not 
request a BA in its written comments.  However, at a May 2001, meeting, during the informal 
consultation process, FWS did request a BA. 

Many comments recommended that a year-round survey be conducted by qualified biologists to 
determine if one or more state or federal listed endangered or threatened species or their habitat 
is present, and if so, designing the project to avoid their loss.  Commenters stated that species 
likely to be found in the area include:  Indiana bat, gray bat, bald eagle, pallid sturgeon, fish  
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(MDC species of concern) and mussels, peregrine falcon, least tern, Mead’s milkweed, Hine’s 
emerald dragonfly, cerulean warbler and other migratory songbirds (MDC watch list), the mole 
salamander, and the great blue heron and great egret on Beagles Island.   

EPA asked that the project be designed to avoid the loss of trees suitable for bald eagle perching  
(1)  Other comments were received regarding the peregrine falcon and mussel species.  (20, 22, 
23, 24, 27, 47) 

Response:  After the public comment period, the USACE held an inter-agency coordination 
meeting on 15 February 2001.  Among other agencies, EPA, FWS, and MDC were present.  
After receiving the views of these agencies, the USACE and Holcim began informal consultation 
with FWS regarding the potential for adverse effects on federally listed endangered and 
threatened species (endangered species).  As part of this process, FWS requested that Holcim 
prepare a BA on five endangered species – the Indiana bat, the gray bat, the bald eagle, the pallid 
sturgeon, and the Hine’s emerald dragonfly.  FWS also asked Holcim to provide a list of 
conservation measures designed to avoid or mitigate impacts, if any, on endangered species.   

Holcim submitted its BA to the USACE on 10 January 2002.  The BA included the five species 
identified by FWS, plus the least tern (a federally listed endangered species) and peregrine falcon 
(a state listed endangered species), which were added in response to various comments.  The BA 
consisted of field investigations, literature review, analysis, and development of conservation 
measures.  

Holcim devoted significant effort during the course of the BA, including fieldwork during Spring 
– Fall 2001, to evaluate potential impacts to Indiana or gray bats.  Although the FWS did not 
require Holcim to conduct field surveys for the presence of Indiana or gray bats, Holcim believed 
that such a study would be environmentally responsible, and would assist in understanding 
assumed usage of the site by the bats and designing conservation measures.  Accordingly, 
Holcim employed WDH Ecological Services to conduct mist netting and acoustic surveying 
(using state-of-the-art Anabat technology) to determine if bats were roosting on or otherwise 
using the site.  As a result of this research, several Indiana bat roosts were identified, including 
one off-site maternity colony located across the Mississippi River in Illinois, and three on-site 
roosts in the buffer area.  No gray bat roosts were identified on-site, but Anabat detected the 
sounds of some gray bats traveling through the site.     

The BA and the USACE concluded that the project would not adversely affect Indiana or gray 
bats.  There is no proposed or designated critical habitat for either species on or near the project 
site.  With regard to Indiana bats, there is no suitable winter habitat on the project site.  There is 
suitable Indiana bat summer roosting habitat on-site, but impact to that habitat is not expected 
because all Indiana bat roosts located during the investigation are in the buffer area or off-site.  
In addition, Holcim proposed conservation measures to protect the Indiana bat, including 
agreement with appropriate restrictions on tree clearing in the proposed quarry to avoid potential 
future impacts to roost trees.  See section 9.0 of the BA.    

Some temporary loss of Indiana bat foraging habitat would occur, primarily as a result of the 
quarry, but should not adversely affect the Indiana bat.  First, there would be substantial foraging 
habitat still available in the buffer area, the undisturbed parts of the quarry, and along Isle du 



 

 
 67

Bois Creek.  Second, Holcim would begin wetland and stream mitigation on southern Lee Island, 
and along the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor, as soon as possible after permit issuance.  The 
creation of the southern Lee Island wetland complex and enhancement of the Isle du Bois Creek 
riparian corridor should provide improved foraging opportunities for the Indiana bat in these 
areas.  Third, the quarry impacts would be sequential and mitigated by phased reclamation.  
After initial opening, the quarry would advance at the average rate of approximately 12 acres per 
year, and no more than 200 acres would be actively quarried at any one time.  After the first 
8-10 years of quarry operation, reclamation would begin as an ongoing process that would re-
create foraging opportunities.  Fourth, activity in the center of the project site should not 
adversely affect foraging by Indiana bats from across the Mississippi River.  There is suitable 
foraging habitat on the Illinois side of the river or alternative areas on the Missouri side including 
other parts of the project site.  Thus, the project is not likely to adversely affect the Indiana bat.   

The USACE, in concurrence with the BA’s finding, concluded the project is not likely to 
adversely affect the gray bat.  There is no suitable winter or summer roosting habitat for gray 
bats on-site.  Gray bats only use caves or cave-like areas with certain temperature and humidity 
requirements; there are no suitable caves on-site, and Holcim’s study showed that the few 
solution voids on-site were not suitable for the gray bat.  There should be no impacts to gray bats 
foraging along the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor because this area would not be impacted 
by the project and would, indeed, be enhanced by mitigation efforts.  Similarly, any impacts to 
gray bat travel or foraging paths along the Mississippi River would be mitigated by the 
establishment of the southern Lee Island wetland complex.   

The results of the BA showed that the project would have no effect on the least tern, peregrine 
falcon, or Hine’s emerald dragonfly.  The least tern and its habitat are not present at the site, as 
confirmed by the World Bird Sanctuary.  The Hine’s emerald dragonfly and its habitat are not 
present at the site, as confirmed by an MDC expert.  There were no peregrine falcons observed 
on-site by the World Bird Sanctuary.   

The BA and USACE further concluded that the project is not likely to adversely affect the bald 
eagle.  Although several bald eagles were observed perched in trees on the site, the World Bird 
Sanctuary discovered no nests, and the project would not impact the roosting trees they may use 
along the bluffs.  See also section 6.7 of this Response to Comments. 

Finally, the BA concluded the project is not likely to adversely affect the pallid sturgeon.  The 
pallid sturgeon would be addressed separately below (next comment and response). 

Certain species, such as Mead’s milkweed, were not evaluated as part of the BA because they are 
not present on the project site.  See also section 6.9 in this Response to Comments.  Certain bird 
species, such as the cerulean warbler and other migratory songbirds, were not evaluated as part 
of the BA because they are not federally listed endangered species.  However, the cerulean 
warbler and other migratory songbirds were evaluated as part of the bird studies.  See section 6.7 
in this Response to Comments.  Salamanders, which are also not federally listed endangered 
species, were considered as part of the Aquatic Resource and Water Quality Characterization 
Report and the Amphibian and Reptile Relocation Study. 
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By letter dated 19 March 2002, the USACE concurred with the findings of the BA and requested 
FWS concurrence.  By letter dated 8 May 2002, FWS concurred that the project would have no 
effect on the Hine’s emerald dragonfly, and that the project is not likely to adversely affect the 
gray bat or bald eagle.  By letter dated 29 July 2002, FWS concurred that the project would have 
no effect on the least tern and stated that the peregrine falcon is not a federally endangered 
species.  The FWS did not agree that the project is not likely to adversely affect the Indiana bat, 
and as a result Holcim, the USACE and FWS entered into formal consultation on the Indiana bat.  
Ultimately, the FWS provided a Final Biological Opinion on 23 April 2003, concluding the 
action would not jeopardize the continued existence of the Indiana bat or its critical habitat, 
authorizing the incidental take of Indiana bat habitat in acres per year, and requiring reasonable 
and prudent measures including implementation of the conservation measures proposed by 
Holcim in its BA.  The Department of the Army permit would include the terms and conditions, 
including conservation measures, required by FWS as part of the Biological Opinion.  For a 
more thorough description of the numerous efforts, studies, and actions associated with the 
endangered and threatened species analyses, see the referenced materials and summary provided 
in Holcim’s EA, Section 6.2.  

Comment:  One commenter claimed that based on the work of Dr. Robert Sheehan, the project 
would jeopardize the continued existence of the pallid sturgeon because of dredging and 
associated activities on the river combined with the plant’s toxic emissions.  (8) This comment is 
similar to the arguments made during the appeal of Holcim’s water quality certification, where 
the Petitioners alleged that barge operations would be harmful to the pallid sturgeon.  After the 
hearing on the appeal, a commenter wrote to inform the USACE about evidence from the hearing 
that Sheehan had performed a telemetry survey of pallid sturgeon in the Mississippi River.  The 
commenter stated that the USACE should use Sheehan’s data, which shows the pallid sturgeon is 
found near the project site, as an additional reason to deny the permit.  (20) 

Response:  The project would not adversely affect the pallid sturgeon.   

Holcim, the USACE, and FWS have always known that the pallid sturgeon inhabits the 
Mississippi River and has been detected in the vicinity of the project site.  In the Companion 
Report, Appendix B, page B-4, Holcim reported Sheehan’s data and stated that the pallid 
sturgeon had been documented in the vicinity of the project site.   The public notice stated that 
the project is within the range of the pallid sturgeon.  In the BA, Holcim again reported 
Sheehan’s data, including the fact that during 1995-1998, Sheehan detected six pallid sturgeon in 
the Mississippi River near River Miles 138 and 139. 

The fact that the pallid sturgeon has been detected in the Mississippi River in the vicinity of the 
project site is not surprising.  Pallid sturgeons have been found to have ranges of at least 21 
kilometers in the Mississippi River and 300 kilometers in the Missouri River.  Therefore, the 
pallid sturgeon is expected to be occasionally present in this reach of the Mississippi River.  The 
more relevant analysis is the relationship of the project to the pallid sturgeon’s ability to travel, 
forage and spawn in this reach of the Mississippi River.   
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The only aspect of the proposed project that might impact the pallid sturgeon in the Mississippi 
River is the barge fleeting area.  However, the barge fleeting area would not impact the pallid 
sturgeon’s ability to: (1) travel in the main channel of this reach of the Mississippi River, or (2) 
utilize habitat on the Illinois side of this reach of the Mississippi River.   

Pallid sturgeons have been found to select the following types of habitat: main channel border, 
between wing dams, downstream island tips, and wing-dam tips.  The Illinois side of the 
Mississippi River at River Miles 138 and 139 has many wing dams, but the Missouri side has 
none.  The locations where Sheehan detected pallid sturgeon in the vicinity of River Miles 138 
and 139 were all on the Illinois side of the river.  The project would not affect the pallid 
sturgeon’s ability to use the many wing-dam or between wing-dam areas on the Illinois side of 
this reach of the Mississippi River.  Although pallid sturgeon may occasionally be present in the 
project area, there is a greater likelihood of pallid sturgeon utilizing the Illinois side of this reach 
of the Mississippi River for foraging, refuge, and over wintering activities.  The Illinois side of 
this reach of the Mississippi River has diverse physical characteristics that are consistent with 
habitat types selected by pallid sturgeon.  Thus, there is suitable habitat available for the pallid 
sturgeon on the Illinois side of this reach of the Mississippi River.  

MDC performed fish sampling just up-river from the project site in 30-60 feet of water in mid-
January 2002.  There were 92 shovelnose sturgeon, one pallid sturgeon, and one hybrid sturgeon 
found.  The single pallid sturgeon was located along the Illinois bankline of the Mississippi River 
in a dike field setting.  Dike fields are not present in the project area on the Missouri side of the 
Mississippi River.  In addition, the captured pallid sturgeon had a micro wire tag, indicating it 
was from the MDC hatchery.  The MDC results support the conclusion that the pallid sturgeon 
may occasionally utilize the Illinois side of the Mississippi River in the vicinity of the project 
site.   

In its 8 May 2002 response letter, the FWS agreed that preferred habitat for the pallid sturgeon 
likely occurs on the Illinois side of the Mississippi River, but also stated concerns that suitable 
pallid sturgeon habitat could exist at the project site in shallower water on the right descending 
bank below the mouth of Isle du Bois Creek.  The FWS requested additional information about 
plans for in-river construction and maintenance dredging to determine potential impacts on the 
pallid sturgeon.   
 
Additional information supplied to FWS confirms there should be no adverse impacts on pallid 
sturgeon habitat from construction of the fleeting areas or maintenance dredging.  Dredging 
would not be required to construct any of the proposed fleeting cells, even in the upper half of 
the proposed north fleeting area, where a narrow isolated shoal has been identified.  The shoal is 
under a continual state of change, caused by varying river conditions.  The water depth in this 
area can be as shallow as 7-10 feet during low water conditions.  Otherwise, the water depth is 
more than 25 feet along the right descending bank at the project site.     
 
Periodic in-river maintenance dredging may be necessary in the North and South Fleeting Areas 
to maintain sufficient clearance.  However, Holcim does not expect maintenance dredging to be 
required annually.  During low water conditions, the upper part of the north fleeting area would 
be used for storage of empty barges with a draft of only 1-2 feet.  The historic and current shoal 
depths in this area are sufficient even at low water to accommodate fleeting without dredging.        
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Any in-river maintenance dredging would be accomplished with hydraulic dredging equipment 
to minimize sediment stirring on the river bottom.  A separate USACE permit would be required 
to conduct any future in-river dredging.  The material from any in-river periodic maintenance 
dredging would be placed in the uplands on the project site within the proposed quarry (or other 
future environmentally preferable location), and not in the Mississippi River.  Therefore, there 
should be no concerns about possible impacts to the pallid sturgeon based on disposal of this 
material. 

In addition, the project should not affect any pallid sturgeon spawning areas.  Although not 
known with certainty, pallid sturgeon are thought to spawn over firm substrate, such as gravel 
bars.  As shown by Holcim fieldwork and USACE gravel bar data, there are no significant gravel 
bars in the vicinity of the project site.  There is a small gravel strip at the mouth of Isle du Bois 
Creek and a small gravel bar directly across the Mississippi River on the Illinois side.  These 
areas are very small compared to other gravel bars in the Mississippi River.  In any event, the 
project would not affect these gravel bar areas or prevent the pallid sturgeon from spawning 
there.  Therefore, the project should not impact any potential pallid sturgeon spawning habitat in 
the area. 

The possibility of a collision and/or entrainment involving a pallid sturgeon and a towboat during 
barge operations is low.  Research indicates that fish have lateral line sensing capability that 
enables them to avoid disturbance.  Although early life stages may be more vulnerable, the 
absence of spawning habitat in the vicinity of the project site indicates that young pallid sturgeon 
are not likely to be found in the project area.  Furthermore, barge traffic has operated on the river 
for many years without evidence of adverse effect or jeopardy to the pallid sturgeon.  While the 
project site would result in increased localized barge traffic, there is no indication the project site 
is an important pallid sturgeon habitat area.  In fact, there is no designated critical habitat for the 
pallid sturgeon in the proposed project areas. 

The USACE and FWS have reached similar conclusions for other projects on the river.  The 
USACE has granted AmerenUE a permit for a similar barge fleeting expansion project at the 
Rush Island plant, which is just to the north of Lee Island.  FWS concurred that the AmerenUE 
project is not likely to adversely affect the pallid sturgeon.  This result supports the conclusion 
that the nearby Holcim project also is not likely to adversely affect the pallid sturgeon.  In 
addition, the USACE has recently permitted a fleeting area at the Brickeys Stone quarry about a 
mile south of the project site.  There is a larger, more permanent sand and gravel bar creating 
shallower water at the Brickeys location than at Lee Island, yet FWS did not raise any pallid 
sturgeon issues in connection with the Brickeys permit.     

In its 29 July 2002 letter, the FWS concurred that construction and operation of the harbor is not 
likely to adversely affect the pallid sturgeon.  The FWS reserved the right to comment on 
potential effects on the pallid sturgeon if Holcim applies for a separate permit to perform 
maintenance dredging in the fleeting area. 
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6.7 Migratory Birds and Other Bird Species 

Comment:  Many commenters requested additional information and/or measures to protect 
migratory or neotropical birds, other bird species, and their habitat.  (1, 2, 4, 7, 20, 61)  For 
example, EPA stated that although not addressed in their initial comments, the impacts of the 
project on migratory birds, especially song birds, was raised by a number of commenters and 
EPA joined in requesting Holcim look at the overall impact of the project on these species.  FWS 
stated that many neotropical migrant birds have shown significant long range declines, 
presumably due to habitat degradation and other causes, that the impact of the project on 
migratory birds should be fully evaluated, and that measures should be developed and 
implemented to reduce adverse effects to these birds.  (2)  MDC stated that the land cover 
associated with the Isle du Bois Creek system was important to neotropical birds, and more 
definitive identification of habitats was required.  (4)  Another commenter stated that the 
cerulean warbler, a migratory bird and species of concern, utilizes habitat for breeding like that 
of the project area.  (20)  The commenter stated that the loss of mature deciduous forest, 
especially along stream valleys, is the most serious long-term problem facing the cerulean 
warbler, and, therefore, the flood plain forest along the Mississippi River must be preserved.  
The commenter claimed that a USACE’ study indicates the highest population numbers of this 
species are found in woodlands of at least 3,000 acres in size.  This commenter and another 
further stated that the Holcim site provides critical habitat for breeding and migration for many 
other species of migratory songbirds, such as tanagers, vireos, grosbeaks, flycatchers, and 
orioles.  (20, 61)  Another commenter stated that large tracts of unfragmented forests are 
valuable to a host of interior forest species of birds, many of which are declining.   (7) 

Response:   In response to these comments, the USACE requested that Holcim “develop 
measures to reduce adverse effects to migratory birds.”  Toward that end, Holcim has done a 
great deal of work to study migratory birds and other bird species at the project site, and to 
develop a mitigation plan and conservation measures that would, among other things, protect 
birds and their habitat.  

Holcim has commissioned several studies by the World Bird Sanctuary (WBS), an independent 
non-profit organization specializing in migratory and other bird species.  WBS conducted 
extensive field transect surveys during the Spring 2001 migration season, the Summer 2001 
breeding season, and the Fall/Winter 2001 migration season to characterize the avian population 
using the project site, and to determine usage by endangered and threatened bird species.  WBS 
issued four reports that have been provided to the USACE: the Short-Term Site Assessment and 
Aviation Population Survey, 31 March 2001; the Summer Breeding Bird Site Assessment and 
Aviation Population Survey, 13 November 2001; the Avian Fall and Winter Site Assessment and 
Population Survey, 1 July 2002, and the Avian Spring Migration and Summer Breeding Grounds 
Site Assessment and Population Survey, 15 April 2003. 

In summary, the WBS transect surveys identified 139 species of birds using the project site either 
as a migration stopover point or during the breeding season.  The WBS observed a variety of 
neotropical migratory birds, except the cerulean warbler was not found.  WBS also found brown-
headed cowbirds in all of the transects at the project site, indicating an existing condition of 
habitat fragmentation across the site.   
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WBS evaluated a number of species of concern identified by commenters.  WBS did not observe 
the least tern or the peregrine falcon on the project site during any season.  The bald eagle was 
only observed on-site during the spring and not during the breeding season.  Based on these 
findings, WBS concluded the project would have little to no impact on the bald eagle, least tern, 
or peregrine falcon.  WBS reached a similar conclusion with regard to the cerulean warbler, 
stating that there is no local population of this species using the project site. 

WBS also studied usage of the project site by the great blue herons from the rookery on Beagles 
Island across the river.  A portion of the herons from Beagles Island were observed feeding in 
riparian wetlands along the river during the summer, but there was no evidence of nesting on the 
project site.  The herons on Beagles Island appear to be tolerant of activity in the area, such as 
daily loading of barges at the Rush Island power plant just upstream.  Therefore, WBS concluded 
that noise and activity at the project site should not adversely impact the Beagles Island rookery.  
Some disturbance of foraging areas for some of the herons would occur on the Lee Island flood 
plain, but can be mitigated through the planned creation and restoration of wetlands. 

In its various reports, WBS also made several important observations that support the conclusion 
that the project as designed and mitigated would not significantly impact migratory birds.  First, 
WBS noted that the planting of native herbaceous plants, which is proposed in Holcim’s Wetland 
and Stream Mitigation Plan, would increase the foraging and nesting opportunities for a wide 
variety of avian species in the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor, which had the highest spring 
species diversity on the site.  WBS said that restoration of farmed wetlands on the Lee Island 
flood plain should have similar beneficial effects. 

Second, WBS observed that preservation of the limestone bluff and forest along the Mississippi 
River, as well as restoration of wetlands on Lee Island, would likely preserve and enhance the 
habitat along the Mississippi River flyway.  WBS stated that any increase in activity, such that 
which might result from harbor operations, would cause little to no impact on the majority of 
species, noting that frequent trains had no observable impact on the presence and activity of bird 
species along the flyway transect. 

Third, WBS stated that the practice of re-creating or restoring habitats is well established, and 
there are excellent opportunities for doing so at this site.  In addition to creating a large wetland 
complex on the southern end of Lee Island, Holcim can enhance significant acreage of dolomite 
and limestone glades in the buffer, providing habitat opportunities for plants, birds and wildlife.   

In conclusion, WBS recommended several conservation measures to minimize adverse effects on 
neotropical migratory birds.  WBS’ primary recommendation is for direct reclamation of 
developed land with restored acreage of the same habitat type, with careful plant species 
selection; appropriate planting techniques, and a long-term management plan.  This is the 
primary objective of Holcim’s Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy.  WBS also recommended 
enhancement and management of existing habitats to maintain the highest value of biodiversity 
and ecological function.  The conservation measures developed by Holcim, which are presented 
in section 9.0 of the BA, incorporate this recommendation.  Holcim would manage the buffer 
area, which now includes the entire area north of Isle du Bois Creek, in accordance with WBS’ 
recommendations. 
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WBS also recommended that Holcim restore a tall grass prairie ecosystem in the farmed area in 
the southwestern portion of the project buffer area to benefit various bird species.  Holcim is 
incorporating this recommendation into the conservation measures as listed in Holcim’s EA. 
 
A USACE accredited Wildlife Biologist and a member of the Illinois Ornithological Records 
Committee reviewed the WBS studies and Holcim’s EA regarding potential impacts to bird 
species.  Based on this review and evaluation of Holcim’s EA, the USACE concurs that the 
Holcim site, in general, has areas of contiguous forest, however, many fragments of varying 
habitat types exist due to the numerous disturbances to the area over the past decades.  The 
appearance of Brown-headed Cowbirds (Molothrus ater) at the Holcim site, in good numbers, 
further solidifies the fact that habitat fragmentation on site has a detrimental effect on nesting 
songbirds as a result of cowbirds, known for their nest parasitism.  Removing cowbirds from any 
site can be very costly and usually a futile effort.  Therefore, habitat improvement programs, 
such as reforestation and enhancement of existing forested habitats could potentially improve 
nesting site possibilities for the currently affected neotropical species nesting on the Holcim site.  
The buffer areas established on site should continue to support the various avian species recorded 
by the World Bird Sanctuary during their field surveys.   
 
With regard to several specific species, the USACE’s expert determined that the absence of the 
Cerulean warbler is not significant since these birds would likely prefer the large bottomland 
floodplain habitat which is on the Illinois side of the river at this location, while the adjacent 
habitat on the Missouri side at the Holcim location is very rolling, hilly and not a bottomland 
hardwood forest.  In addition, the heron rookery on the Illinois side of the river consisting of 
Great Blue herons (Ardea herodias) across from the Holcim project, should not be impacted as a 
result of the project.  Herons and egrets generally are not susceptible to "noise pollution,. As 
demonstrated by the existing, very large rookery, located in Alorton, Illinois, (St. Clair County), 
where literally thousands of Cattle, Snowy and Great Egrets, as well as Black-crowned Night-
Heron and Little Blue heron nest.  This site is located approximately 50 feet from an extremely 
busy railroad switchyard where constant and consistent noises occur.  The birds are apparently 
accustomed to this disturbance and continue to thrive at this site, the largest such rookery in the 
Metropolitan St. Louis area”.   
 
The USACE acknowledges that unavoidable impacts to forested areas on the Holcim site would 
cause some detrimental impacts to avian species.  However, avoidance and minimization 
measures have lessened the original proposed disturbances.  Furthermore, the fact that impacts 
would slowly occur over a period of years, allows for compensatory mitigation measures, in the 
form of reforestation and forest enhancement, to provide alternative foraging, resting and 
breeding habitats for the avian species that currently, and likely, would continue to utilize the 
site.    

Comment:  A supplemental comment raised a number of issues relating to birds.  (20) First, the 
commenter stated that it carried out a bird survey of property owned by the Holdens, which is 
adjacent to the southern boundary of the project site.  The commenter said that the cerulean 
warbler was found (it was heard singing) on two occasions, as well as several sensitive species 
such as the yellow-billed cuckoo, wood thrush, red-eyed vireo, worm-eating warbler, northern 
parula, ovenbird, and scarlet tanager.  Second, the commenter claimed that breeding least terns 
are present in the vicinity because a colony was found in Monroe County, Illinois.  Third, the 
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commenter claimed that an adult bald eagle was observed in Monroe County, Illinois in July, 
indicating nesting is highly probable.  Fourth, the commenter provided studies indicating that 
birds and their habitat are adversely affected by air pollution, and that the Holcim cement plant 
would emit the same pollutants – sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxide, and volatile organic compounds 
– that were emitted from a coal-fired power plant that was the subject of one of the studies.   

Response:  This comment does not change the conclusions reached by WBS.  First, WBS 
conducted field surveys on-site over the course of approximately one year, using 1-5 staff 
members 2-3 days per week or more during peak efforts.  During this time WBS did not observe 
or hear the cerulean warbler.  Otherwise, the comment provided no new information about bird 
species; WBS had already identified each of the bird species listed by the commenter.  Second, 
least terns utilize specific nesting habitat – sand and gravel bars – that is not present at the project 
site.  To the extent such habitat may exist across the river, barge fleeting operations should not 
affect it.  Third, the commenter’s information about bald eagles at another location does not 
affect the specific observations of WBS at the project site, which did not find bald eagle nesting.  
Fourth, the MDNR Air Pollution Control Program is considering Holcim’s application for an air 
permit to construct the cement plant.  As part of the air permitting process, Holcim is required to 
demonstrate compliance with applicable federal and state air quality standards, which are 
protective of human health (including the most sensitive members of the population) and the 
environment (including plant and animal life). 

6.8 Other Wildlife Species 

Comment:  One commenter requested a more thorough and extensive year-round survey, to fully 
assess the number and type of wildlife species that inhabit the project site.  (22) MDC 
recommended thorough surveys by qualified personnel for species and communities of 
conservation concern.  MDC cautioned that surveys should take place during other times of the 
year than May-October, such as the salamander breeding season in late winter and early spring.   

Response:  Holcim has performed additional survey work for wildlife species, including the BA, 
which investigated threatened and endangered species; the World Bird Sanctuary studies, which 
investigated migratory songbirds and other birds; the Aquatic Resource and Water Quality 
Characterization Report (including the Addendum), which investigated fish in Isle du Bois Creek 
and macro invertebrates in upland aquatic habitat; and the Amphibian and Reptile Relocation 
Study.  Many of these studies covered the spring, summer, and/or fall seasons, and in some cases 
the early or late winter season.  Considering these additional studies and the work done for the 
Companion Report, Holcim has effectively surveyed the site for a variety of species on a year-
round basis.    

Comment:  Some commenters believed that Holcim should analyze the presence of various other 
species, or potential impacts on those species, even if they are not threatened or endangered.  (2, 
9, 20, 22, 27)  Two commenters sought analysis of impacts on the sicklefin chub and sturgeon 
chub, two federal candidate species.  (2, 27)   Other commenters stated the following animals in 
serious decline should be studied: hellbender, mole salamander, least tern, cerulean warbler, 
songbirds, including wood warblers, and the three-toed box turtle.  (9, 20, 22, 23, 24, 28, 34, 47, 
50, 54, 61)  Another commenter said that the timber rattlesnake, a state-listed endangered species  
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may exist in the bluff area and should be protected.  (28)  Five commenters stated that the heron 
rookery directly across the Mississippi River on Beagles Island might be impacted.  (20, 22, 23, 
27, 45) 

Response:  Holcim has performed numerous studies and surveys – including surveys as part of 
the Companion Report, the BA, the Aquatic Resource and Water Quality Characterization 
Report, the Vegetation Survey and Community Map, the Amphibian and Reptile Relocation 
Study, and the bird studies – to identify and analyze impacts to a wide range of species including 
birds, fish, wildlife, and plants.  This information is useful for many purposes, including 
documenting baseline conditions, analyzing potential impacts to various species, and re-
establishing habitat and populations as part of mitigation, reclamation, and conservation 
measures. 

Holcim has specifically studied many of the species identified by the commenters.  The least 
tern, cerulean warbler, other migratory songbirds, and herons were analyzed as part of Holcim’s 
bird studies.  See section 6.7 of this Response to Comments.  Salamanders were included in the 
Aquatic Resource and Water Quality Characterization Report study.  Timber rattlesnakes were 
reportedly observed at the site.  Although the reports were from persons not qualified to identify 
this species, Holcim assumes the relatively common timber rattlesnake is present.  However, it 
should be noted that timber rattlesnakes are not a state-listed species.   

Holcim is not required to analyze all species.  For example, there is no requirement to analyze 
impacts on the sicklefin or the sturgeon chub because they are not federally listed species.  Also, 
since the comments were submitted, FWS has removed the sicklefin and sturgeon chub from the 
candidate species list.  FWS has determined that stable; self-sustaining populations of these two 
minnow species native to the Missouri and Mississippi Rivers are more abundant and better 
distributed throughout their range than previously believed.  Fundamental differences between 
the chubs and the pallid sturgeon have allowed the chubs to remain present in substantial 
numbers where turbidity levels and flow regimes still provide needed habitat conditions while 
the pallid sturgeon is endangered.  The main risk to the chubs is construction of dams, but the 
project would not involve any dam on the Missouri or Mississippi River, or otherwise alter the 
chubs’ habitat. 

Comment:  EPA raised additional concerns about various species, stating that a study should be 
conducted for relocating amphibians and reptiles prior to blasting. (1)   

Response:  Holcim has conducted an Amphibian and Reptile Relocation Study.  The study 
identified certain amphibians and reptiles that could be relocated to undisturbed areas on-site 
such as the wetland mitigation area or the buffer, or to an off-site location.  A pilot test could be 
performed to further evaluate the possibility of relocating certain species, followed by full-scale 
relocation if the pilot study is successful.  It should be noted that in the study, the northern 
crawfish frog was identified as being present due to calls that were heard from Wetland B.  Since 
the study was submitted, further efforts were made to locate this frog during the spring season; 
however, no more calls have been heard from Wetland B or nearby areas and there have been no 
sightings of this species. 
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Comment:  After Holcim’s Amphibian and Reptile Relocation Study was submitted, MDC 
critiqued it, stating that the notion of relocation is unsupported because it has not been shown 
that existing habitat is devoid of the species in question. 

    
Response:  Holcim acknowledges that additional study, including analysis of the carrying 
capacity of proposed habitat, would be required to determine the feasibility of relocating specific 
amphibians and reptiles.  As a condition of the permit, Holcim would be required to investigate 
the feasibility of relocating select amphibian and reptile species.  In accordance with this 
requirement, Holcim would be required to investigate the carrying capacity of proposed habitat 
for on-site and off-site relocation options, select the best option if relocation is determined 
feasible, and supply a detailed pilot relocation plan to the USACE.  The USACE would make the 
final determination on the feasibility, success and necessity to continue relocation efforts.  

Comment:  Population dynamics of small and rare species need to be evaluated, and special 
focus should be placed on protecting those species. (1) 

Response:  Holcim’s conservation measures (see section 9.0 of the BA), Long-Term Land 
Reclamation Strategy, and Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan are based on the principle of 
habitat management for all species rather than singling out any particular species for protection.  
The mitigation, reclamation, and buffer areas would be managed as habitat for all species.   

Comment:  One commenter said that the deforestation necessary for the project would cause 
damage to the rich salamander population known to inhabit the site, and that salamanders play a 
crucial role in the forest ecosystem.  (22). 

Response:  Holcim has studied salamanders at the site as part of the Companion Report 
fieldwork, the Aquatic Resource and Water Quality Characterization Report, and the Amphibian 
and Reptile Relocation Study.  Salamanders are found in the upland spring and seep areas.  There 
are a limited number of springs and seeps that would be impacted at the site.  Some of the 
springs and seeps are located in the buffer area and would not be impacted.  Impacts would occur 
to only one spring or seep area at a time, as the quarry advances.  After initial opening, the 
quarry would be developed at a rate of about 12 acres per year, with no more than 200 acres 
actively quarried at any one time.  During the first 30 years of project development, only 
approximately four springs and seeps would be impacted.  This rate of advancement may allow 
the migration of various species to undisturbed areas of the quarry or the buffer.  Salamanders 
with restricted home ranges would be considered for relocation as discussed in Holcim’s 
Amphibian and Reptile Relocation Study.    

6.9 Plant Species 

Comment:  Several comments were submitted requesting plant surveys.  Two commenters said 
that plant surveys should be made in the spring, summer and fall. (20, 45)  MDC recommended 
thorough surveys by qualified personnel for species and communities of conservation concern.   

One commenter believed that a survey for Mead’s milkweed, a federally listed species, should be 
made during the plant’s blooming period.  (45) The commenter listed some examples of unusual 
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plant species, such as smooth white violet, large whorled pogonia, and running ground-cedar, 
and asked for surveys to determine their presence. 

In two supplemental comments, the commenter stated that on 5 June, 9 August, and 4 October 
2001, several persons had visited Morrison Hollow, the watershed immediately south of Wolf 
Hollow [note: actually, Morrison Hollow is south of Longs Hollow], and assessed the character 
of the flora in the area.  The commenter provided lists totaling 263 native and 13 exotic vascular 
plant species, and 18 bryophyte species, that were identified during these visits.  The commenter 
stated that there were remarkably few exotic species for an area that has been used for farming 
and human occupation for many years, indicating that the potential of a high quality natural 
environment has not been severely compromised.  The commenter argued that his plant lists 
support the need for a comprehensive floristic study of the project site, which could best be 
accomplished by an EIS.   

Response:  In response to the comments requesting additional plant surveys, Holcim conducted a 
thorough Vegetation Survey and Community Type Map.  The Vegetation Survey and 
Community Type Map was based on field surveys conducted at various times at the project site 
from May 1999 to September 2001.  Surveys performed during May 2001 to September 2001 
were specifically completed to observe those species that flower in the spring/early summer and 
late summer/fall seasons.  

The objectives of the Vegetation Survey and Community Type Map were to assist in evaluating 
impacts to terrestrial resources, determine the occurrence of any federal or state listed species, 
determine the occurrence of unique or rare plant species or plant communities, and provide a 
detailed description of terrestrial communities within the quarry to form the basis of land 
reclamation and a land management plan.   

Plant community descriptions were developed from the Preliminary Jurisdictional Wetland 
Determination Report, the Companion Report, and the 2001 fieldwork.  Each plant identified at 
the site was entered into a Master Plant List, which is an appendix to the Vegetation Survey and 
Community Type Map.   

The Master Plant List compiled by Holcim for the project site contains over 500 plant species.  
There is substantial overlap with the lists provided by the commenter.  Dan Drees, an ecologist, 
and Dr. James Trager of the Missouri Botanical Garden, Shaw Nature Reserve, did some of the 
field surveys performed to compile the Master Plant list and Community Type Map.  Drees and 
Trager specifically searched for but did not find any federal or state listed plant species.  For 
example, Dan Drees performed a search in the dolomite glades for Mead’s milkweed during the 
flowering period for this species, but no Mead’s milkweed was observed.   

The Vegetation Survey and Community Type Map is a detailed study that provides all necessary 
information about baseline plant conditions at the site for analysis during the environmental 
review process.  It confirms that no threatened or endangered plant species were observed.  In 
addition, it would be used during the reclamation process to ensure the reestablishment of similar 
habitat including plant life. 
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6.10 Habitat and Ecosystem Concerns 

Comment:  A number of commenters stated there are considerable ecological concerns related to 
the location of the site in this area.  For example, a number of comments stated that the project 
area contains many acres of wetlands, glades, ravines, hollows, river brakes, streams, springs and 
seeps which are prime habitat for birds, fish, mussels, wildflowers, salamanders, butterflies and 
mammals.  One commenter stated that the project would destroy or negatively impact sensitive 
and valuable riparian ecosystems along the Mississippi River.   (1, 2, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 
17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 33, 34, 37, 38, 42, 43, 45, 47, 48, 53, 54, 55, 60, 61, 67, 
68, 69, 70, 72). 

Response:  Ecological concerns – which are taken to refer to ecosystem and habitat concerns – 
have been addressed by various studies in response to comments, including the Aquatic Resource 
and Water Quality Characterization Report, and the Vegetation Survey and Community Type 
Map.   Many ecological concerns should be alleviated by the project modifications made to avoid 
North and Hickory Hollows and direct impacts to Isle du Bois Creek.  These changes, combined 
with enhancement of Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor and preservation of the entire project 
area north of Isle du Bois Creek, as part of the more than approximately 2,200 acre buffer area, 
would preserve substantial contiguous habitat for birds, fish, and wildlife.  Similarly, the 
contiguous wetland complex that would be created on southern Lee Island would benefit the 
Mississippi River riparian ecosystem by providing a more diverse habitat, more wetlands, a 
greater variety of vegetation species, and a riparian zone of greater contiguity.   There would be a 
net environmental improvement over current conditions on the farmed Lee Island flood plain, 
especially considering the restoration of the Lee Island slough, an important backwater for 
aquatic and other species.  The slow advancement of the quarry coupled with Holcim’s Long-
Term Land Reclamation Strategy would also mitigate the ecological concerns associated with the 
loss of streams, seeps, and springs in the quarry.  Finally, the buffer area would be managed to 
enhance its value as habitat.  In summary, the Holcim project, including the design of its 
mitigation, reclamation, and conservation measures, has been very responsive to ecological 
concerns.  

Comment:  One commenter stated that the USACE had recently received approval to engage in 
“ecological restoration” and questioned whether granting this permit would contradict this new 
mission.  (30) 

Response:  General policies for the USACE regulatory program are stated in 33 CFR Part 320.  
Issuing the permit would authorize ecological restoration (compensatory mitigation) through 
Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy, and 
conservation measures. 

Comment:  EPA stated that the project has the capacity to alter the ecological processes of a 
substantial area that contains a number of diverse habitat types, and that preparing an EIS would 
provide the means by which to assess the consequences of the project on the ecosystem.  EPA 
stated that impacts to the following “10 ecological processes” should be evaluated: (1) habitats 
critical to ecological processes, (2) pattern and connectivity of habitat patches, (3) disturbance 
regime, (4) structural complexity, (5) hydrological patterns, (6) nutrient cycling, (7) purification  
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services, (8) biotic interactions, (9) population dynamics, and (10) genetic diversity.  EPA further 
recommended a detailed ecological study of the aquatic habitats on-site which addresses the 
“10 ecological processes” as an aid to designing a mitigation and reclamation plan.  (1) 

Response:  The “10 ecological processes” methodology recommended by EPA is not required by 
any EPA or USACE regulations.  The methodology does not appear to be in widespread use by 
EPA, the USACE, or applicants.  During the 15 February 2001 inter-agency meeting, the EPA 
representative acknowledged that she was not very familiar with the methodology, had not used 
it, and that it would be difficult to apply.   
 
Despite the abstract and non-binding nature of the methodology, many of its principles have 
been applied in the environmental study and review of this project, effectively addressing EPA’s 
concerns.  In particular, one of the fundamental purposes of the methodology – to improve ways 
of mitigating adverse effects on ecological processes – is fulfilled by Holcim’s mitigation plan, 
reclamation strategy, and conservation measures.  Following are some examples of ways in 
which Holcim has incorporated many of the procedures and concepts in the methodology.  
References in parentheses indicate the applicable page in the methodology document found 
on the EPA web site. 

Habitat Analysis.  In the design of the project, both the USACE and Holcim recognized that the 
destruction of habitats, such as wetlands, threatens biodiversity and ecosystems.  (p. 10).  In the 
Companion Report and subsequent work, Holcim surveyed and described the habitats of concern 
at the project site, including wetlands, streams, springs, seeps, solution voids, riparian corridor, 
forest, sandstone forest, and dolomite glades.  (pp. 10-11).  With regard to mitigation measures, 
Holcim engaged in careful siting to avoid habitats of concern, such as reducing the size of the 
harbor to avoid wetland impacts and provide opportunities to create adjacent wetlands in 
mitigation.  (p. 14).  Holcim is minimizing the area within the quarry affected at any one time 
and would be required to restore each increment of the quarry after it is developed.  (p. 15). 

Holcim would employ a habitat-based approach to its reclamation, mitigation, and site 
management.  For example, in the BA, Holcim committed to a number of habitat-based 
conservation measures.  See section 9.4 of the BA.  In the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, 
Holcim committed to create and enhance a high-quality wetland complex on southern Lee Island 
to maximize the value of this area as habitat for birds, fish and wildlife. 

Pattern and Connectivity of Habitat Patches.  The importance of habitat patches and 
connectivity are well recognized.  Holcim has surveyed and described the forest, which covers 
most of the uplands part of the site, and has tried to avoid or reduce fragmentation of that forest. 
(pp. 18-21).  More than half the site would be preserved as mostly forested buffer, including 
large areas of contiguous forest.  The decision to avoid the hollows north of Isle du Bois Creek 
demonstrated Holcim’s understanding of the benefit of preserving habitat.  As stated, Holcim’s 
wetland mitigation on southern Lee Island was designed to create and enhance contiguous high-
quality habitat that would replace existing fragmented areas.  

In accordance with the methodology, Holcim is managing for linear features as well as for 
patches.  (p. 22).  The Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor, a linear feature, would be enhanced to 
provide improved habitat for birds, fish and wildlife.  Holcim is currently engaged in discussions 
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with the agencies regarding the best way to handle the existing low water crossing, which is 
being undermined.  The low water crossing currently limits upstream and downstream movement 
of fish within Isle du Bois Creek.     

Natural Disturbance Regimes.  This process refers to how fires, floods, and other natural events 
affect ecosystems.  (pp. 24-26).  Clearly, the basic disturbance in the Lee Island area is periodic 
flooding of the Mississippi River.  Therefore, the harbor was designed to withstand seasonal 
flooding yet not interfere with it, and the project should not impact this disturbance regime.  The 
project would not alter the hydrologic balance of the Mississippi River.  In addition, Holcim’s 
conservation measures would incorporate standard fire management best practices for enhancing 
glade habitat to mimic the natural disturbance regime.    

Structural Complexity.  The EPA methodology states that the most pervasive effect of past forest 
practices, such as selective logging of old-growth forests, has been the reduction in structural 
complexity of forest habitats.  (p. 34).  Previous landowners have selectively logged the project 
site repeatedly for years, reducing structural complexity.  To prevent this, Holcim has taken 
action to halt or suspend any further logging pending a decision on the permit.  Holcim would 
also enhance structural complexity by planting native species to re-colonize farmed areas along 
the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor and on Lee Island.  As the EPA methodology states: 
“The proponent should plant a variety of species appropriate to the site, interspersed or in 
patches.”  (p. 36).   

Hydrological Patterns, Nutrient Cycling, and Purification Services.  Holcim has considered 
these processes in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report.  (pp. 38-59).  For example, 
Holcim has studied the effect of the project on stormwater, sediment, and nutrient runoff.  As the 
Water Resources and Hydrology Report shows, natural flow conditions and water quality in Isle 
du Bois Creek and the Mississippi River would not be significantly affected by these changes, 
especially considering the proposed stormwater controls (including MDNR-permitted 
sedimentation basins), and the proposed mitigation, reclamation, and conservation measures.   

These examples reflect ways Holcim has in effect considered ecosystem management and 
biological diversity in designing and planning mitigation for this project.  As such, Holcim 
responsibly addressed the concerns raised by EPA in its comments recommending “analysis of 
ecological processes.”  

Comment:  EPA stated that critical habitats should be identified and avoided if possible. (1) 

Response:  There is no designated critical habitat for any threatened or endangered species at the 
project site.  Very early in the project, Holcim consulted with the agencies including EPA to 
determine if they were aware of any critical habitat at the project site.  None was identified. 

Comment:  Numerous commenters stated the project would fragment a 4,000-acre tract of forest. 
(1, 2, 4, 7, 8, 9, 12, 14, 16, 17, 20 (including 80 form letters), 21, 22, 23, 27, 28, 31, 33, 34, 37, 
38, 39, 42, 47, 54, 55, 57, 60, 79, 82, 103, 116, 117, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 170). 

Response:  The existing forest already exhibits some habitat fragmentation due to previous 
disturbance, including selective logging by previous landowners, the former (abandoned) 
quarries, and the ridge top roads.  The presence of the brown-headed cowbird found by the 
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World Bird Sanctuary provides evidence that some habitat fragmentation has already occurred.  
See the Spring Migratory and Summer Breeding Bird Site Assessment, pp. 9, 12.  In addition, 
many of the limestone and dolomite glades are dominated by red cedars.  In some cases, the 
removal of the cedars should enhance plant diversity. 

One beneficial aspect of the project would be the preservation of a large, undisturbed, primarily 
forested buffer area.  Due to project modifications to avoid North and Hickory Hollows, the 
buffer would now include all of the area north of Isle du Bois Creek.  In all, approximately 2,200 
acres of the approximately 3,916 acre project site would be preserved in the buffer area and 
managed to enhance its habitat value.  In addition, large portions of the forest within the 
proposed quarry would not be disturbed for many years and would remain contiguous with the 
buffer until they are reached. 

Holcim’s proposed mitigation and reclamation would also re-establish substantial tracts of forest.  
As part of Holcim’s wetland and stream mitigation, forested areas would be created or enhanced 
on southern Lee Island and along the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor.  After initial opening 
of the proposed quarry, Holcim’s Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy would ensure that 
native tree species are re-planted.  Over time, the quarry reclamation plan would re-establish a 
significant area of forest that would also be contiguous with the buffer.       

After a tour of the project site, MDC’s Forest Management Chief, Carl Hauser, in a letter dated  
7 January 2002, stated that Holcim’s site management and reclamation plans should maintain 
thousands of acres of forest and wildlife habitat.   

Comment:  In a supplemental comment, one commenter stated that the construction of the access 
road created a wall of rock that constitutes an impediment to movement of wildlife, especially 
amphibians and reptiles.  (20) 

Response:  Holcim acknowledges that the access road may be a partial barrier to some species, 
especially amphibians and reptiles.  However, many species would be able to cross the access 
road. Various species have been observed crossing the road since it was built, and animal trails 
(deer, wild turkey, etc.) have been observed leading up to and crossing the road.  Smaller species 
may be able to use the culverts that were placed under the road.  Salamanders have already been 
observed in one of the culverts.  Wildlife would also be able to move unimpeded between Isle 
du Bois Creek and the undisturbed buffer area north of Isle du Bois Creek. 

Comment:  One commenter argued that the project would significantly impact land-based 
habitat.  The commenter identified the karst features (caves and springs), dolomite glades, 
sandstone forest, and xeric [dry] forests as potentially unique habitats that had not been studied 
adequately.  (22) 

Response:  The various habitats at the site, including the springs and the solution voids, have 
been extensively studied.  See, e.g., the Companion Report, BA, Bat Survey, Aquatic Resource 
and Water Quality Characterization Report, and Vegetation Survey and Community Map.  These 
studies show that the project site is an immature karst system containing few karst-like features 
compared to typical karst areas in Missouri.  In addition, the dolomite glades and sandstone 
forest are located within the buffer area and would not be adversely impacted by the project 
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(note: the forest in these areas would be enhanced or enhanced as part of site habitat 
management).  No xeric forests were mapped at the site, but dry limestone and dry chert forests 
were mapped on many of the south and west facing slopes.  These forests included relatively 
small areas that could be considered xeric.  The Vegetation Survey and Community Map 
targeted these areas for potentially listed plants.  No state or federally listed plants were 
observed.  These areas would be mitigated during reclamation or managed as part of the buffer 
area. 

Comment:  One commenter stated that impacts to air and water quality could have a deleterious 
effect on many small organisms that constitute a significant part of the biological diversity of the 
region.  (31) 

Response:  Holcim would be required to comply with Missouri water quality standards, which 
are protective of aquatic life.  See section 6.2 of this Response to Comments.  Holcim would be 
required to comply with all applicable air quality standards, which are protective of human 
health and the environment.  See section 6.11 of this Response to Comments. 
 
Comment:  One comment requested study of the potential impact of artificial nocturnal light on 
the ecology of the site’s wildlife.  (20) The commenter was concerned that lights from the harbor 
and barge operations would impact fish (including the pallid sturgeon) and aquatic resources in 
the Mississippi River, that lights on the cement plant and the trucks going up and down the 
access road would impact fish and aquatic resources in Isle du Bois Creek and the wildlife in the 
creek’s flood plain and wetlands, and that quarrying would impact the wildlife in the ravines and 
hollows.  The commenter stated that nocturnal lighting could also impact the buffer area. 
 
Response:  Research to assess impacts of artificial nocturnal light on aquatic and terrestrial biota 
is not well established.  Nevertheless, illumination specialists would be used to minimize fugitive 
(or stray) light from project activities to the extent practical consistent with safety and 
operational concerns.  See the BA, p. 18.  Lighting would be directed toward the activities where 
work is occurring and low-pressure sodium lamps or other types of lighting would be used where 
feasible and environmentally beneficial.  Distance from project activities would further alleviate 
the potential effects of artificial nocturnal light.  In addition, certain project activities, such as 
fleeting operations and quarry operations, would occur primarily in daylight, especially during 
the summer.   

6.11 Air Quality Impacts 

Comment:  Various commenters argued that the USACE is obligated under NEPA to consider 
the impact of air emissions from the cement plant on: (1) the project site, (2) residents and the 
environment in the vicinity of the plant, and (3) regional air quality.  (7, 12, 22, 25, 39, 138, 139, 
140, 141, 142, 143).  One of the commenters alleged that under NEPA the USACE must include 
an evaluation of air pollution impacts in an EA or EIS.  The commenter said that the USACE 
must consider all environmental impacts associated with activities that it is permitting, including 
the operations of the cement plant, and that the USACE cannot exclude from its NEPA analysis 
impacts being addressed by state permitting agencies, although the USACE may rely on the 
expertise of those agencies.  Two commenters stated that although the USACE lacks the 
expertise to deal with air pollution matters, it cannot simply let the air pollution control agencies 
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deal with them.  The commenter claimed that because the USACE is required to withhold the 
permit if it harms the public interest, the USACE must find qualified personnel to evaluate the 
impacts of the project and then evaluate the evaluations by those persons. 

Response:  When the public notice was issued, the cement plant project component required a 
USACE 404 permit because construction would have involved filling some wetlands.  However, 
as part of its project modifications, Holcim moved the cement plant footprint and associated 
railroad spur further to the south to avoid all Isle du Bois Creek wetlands.  In addition, on         
19 September 2002, the USACE issued an approved Jurisdictional Determination finding that 0.2 
acres of small isolated wetlands that would have been impacted by the cement plant did not 
qualify as jurisdictional wetlands in light of the U.S. Supreme Court’s recent decision, Solid 
Waste Agency of Northern Cook County v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (SWANCC), 121 
S.Ct. 675 (2001).  Based on these changes, construction of the cement plant does not require a 
permit from the USACE, and the USACE is not necessarily required to consider this aspect of 
the project under NEPA.  Nevertheless, the USACE is considering cement plant air emissions in 
its Environmental Assessment and further in this Response to Comments. 

Comment:  Many comments alleged that air emissions from the cement plant would have 
adverse impacts on air quality, public health, and the St. Louis ozone nonattainment area.  

Many comments were received stating that air emissions from the plant would adversely affect 
the St. Louis ozone nonattainment area, which is a bi-state region including five counties in 
Missouri and three counties in Illinois.  (5, 7, 8, 12, 19, 20, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 29, 39, 43, 45, 
46, 50, 54, 60, 67, 74, 75, 76, 80, 83, 85, 86, 88, 90, 93, 95, 97, 98, 100, 102, 104, 118, 119, 120, 
138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143).  One commenter stated that NOx and VOC emitted by the plant 
would contribute to ozone formation throughout the region.  The commenter stated that the 
USACE should evaluate MDNR’s concerns that the addition of Holcim’s emissions would 
prevent the region from attaining the ozone standard and could cause the area to become 
nonattainment for PM10.  The commenter contended that modeling performed by MDNR 
indicated emissions from Holcim’s plant would affect the ozone nonattainment status of the St. 
Louis area, and that MDNR determined the impact of the plant would be “significant.”  (22) 

Another commenter stated that the USACE must evaluate the impact of the cement plant’s air 
emissions on public health, not simply lawfulness (impact on ozone nonattainment status).  (25) 

Several of the commenters also identified as problems the plant’s sulfur dioxide, mercury, 
dioxin/furan and chlorine air emissions.  (22, 25, 83, 85, 86, 118)  One commenter stated that a 
recent peer-reviewed study showed that children have an increased danger of cancer and 
leukemia the closer they live to cement kilns and cement manufacturers.  Several commenters 
stated that the plant poses a dangerous threat to community air quality, which has a direct impact 
on those suffering from respiratory ailments, including asthma.  (118, 119) 

One commenter stated the USACE should address the synergistic effects of the plant’s air 
emissions.  (22) 
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Response:  Holcim’s cement plant would comply with all applicable federal and state air quality 
and control standards.  Holcim cannot begin construction of the cement plant without an air 
permit from the MDNR Air Pollution Control Program.  Holcim cannot obtain an air permit from 
MDNR without demonstrating that the cement plant’s air emissions would comply with all 
applicable federal and state air quality and control standards.  The applicable air quality 
standards have been developed to protect human health (including the most sensitive members of 
the population) and the environment.  Therefore, the air permitting process would ensure that air 
quality and public health is safeguarded, and that there is no significant impact on the St. Louis 
nonattainment area.   

The following brief summary of the background and status of Holcim’s air permit application, 
including the results of studies done to evaluate the impact of the cement plant’s air emissions, 
further addresses the comments.  It should be noted that some of the comments have not 
accurately characterized the modeling results.   

First, on 12 May 2000, Holcim filed a permit application to MDNR for an air permit to construct 
the cement plant.  This air permit requires Holcim to comply with EPA and Missouri’s “PSD” 
(Prevention of Significant Deterioration) regulations, and the “PC MACT NESHAP” (Portland 
Cement Maximum Achievable Control Technology -- National Emission Standard for Hazardous 
Air Pollutants).  The air permit cannot be issued unless the cement plant complies with both the 
PSD and PC MACT NESHAP requirements.   

The air permit is necessary to authorize construction of the cement plant.  Even “routine” PSD 
permitting generally takes 12-18 months to complete.  Since the permit application, the project 
has progressed through the normal question and answer process that occurs between an applicant 
and the permit-issuing authority, Holcim has submitted several permit application addenda, and 
Holcim has conducted sophisticated computer modeling as required by MDNR air regulations to 
determine the impact of cement plant air emissions on local and regional air quality.     

As a result of the air permitting process, USACE has evaluated the information available, and 
there appears to be reliable scientific data showing that the air quality impacts from the Holcim 
cement plant would not be significant.  MDNR is presently reviewing this data.  At the time most 
of the comments related to air impacts were made, this data had not yet been developed, and, 
therefore, some of the comments did not have a fully informed basis.  The project will not be 
permitted to go forward if MDNR concludes that the air quality impacts are unacceptable.   

As background, the St. Louis metropolitan area is classified as a moderate nonattainment area for 
ozone,10 an air pollutant that is the primary ingredient of urban smog, which is typically formed 
during hot weather as sunlight “bakes” the pollutants from a number of sources, including 
automobiles and industrial plants.  Although the proposed Holcim cement plant in Ste.  

 
                                                 
10  On May 12, 2003, EPA redesignated the St. Louis ozone nonattainment area to attainment, based on the 
improvement in ambient ozone levels monitored across the region over the last three years. 
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Genevieve County is not in the St. Louis ozone nonattainment area, Holcim recognizes that it is 
important to ensure that emissions from the proposed plant do not jeopardize the St. Louis area’s 
ability to demonstrate attainment of national ozone standards.   

There are now two studies by photochemical modeling experts that evaluate Holcim’s potential 
impacts to the St. Louis ozone nonattainment area.  One study is by Environ, a Holcim 
consultant.  The other study is by Alpine Geophysics, an EPA contractor retained by MDNR and 
EPA.  The Environ study was requested by the MDNR as part of their review of Holcim’s permit 
application.  The Alpine Geophysics study was conducted by EPA and MDNR to analyze the 
conclusions reached by the Environ study.  

The Environ study showed that air emissions from Holcim’s proposed cement plant would not 
jeopardize St. Louis’ ability to achieve the national ambient air quality standard (NAAQS) for 
ozone, and that the Holcim impact is statistically insignificant and so small as to not be 
measurable.  The Alpine Geophysics studies used modeling data from MDNR and from 
Holcim’s permit application.  Alpine’s May 2001 report is consistent with the Environ study in 
finding that the proposed plant would not interfere with the region’s ability to demonstrate 
attainment.  Highlights from the Alpine report include: 

• Alpine’s report concluded that for the two summertime ozone episodes considered, 
“…the overall impact of the Holcim facility on peak ozone impacts in the St. Louis area 
is seen to be very small.”  

• The report stated that the plant’s emissions would result in some “…small, but 
immeasurable increase in ozone…” under extreme conditions, but would actually 
“…tend to reduce ozone...” under other conditions.  

• The analysis showed that the predicted ozone increases  “…where they occur, are 
estimated to be no more than one or two tenths of a ppb (parts per billion).”  

• Alpine concluded that “…we cannot ascribe any statistical significance to the very small 
modeled ozone increases and decreases predicted…” in the St. Louis region. 

MDNR is still reviewing the results of the modeling, and has not made any final decision 
regarding Holcim’s impact on the St. Louis ozone nonattainment area.  MDNR would not issue 
an air permit to Holcim unless MDNR concludes the plant would not jeopardize the St. Louis 
area’s nonattainment status.  

Second, Holcim’s application to the MDNR for the air permit did include, as required by the 
Missouri PSD regulations, a demonstration that the cement plant would fully comply with all 
state air standards and regulations.  The application continues to be reviewed by the MDNR 
technical staff, and Holcim is in the process of responding to comments received from MDNR on 
various aspects of the application.  

Missouri’s PSD regulations require an applicant to demonstrate that air emissions from a 
proposed facility would not cause or significantly contribute to a violation of any of the NAAQS 
(national ambient air quality standards), which are established at levels to ensure that even the 
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most sensitive portion of the population is protected.  The PSD regulatory program also 
establishes a mechanism to assure the MDNR that cumulative effects from the proposed cement 
plant and all other facilities in the area, both now and in the future, are evaluated, and that 
compliance with air quality standards and PSD “increments” would continue to be achieved.   

PSD increments are the maximum amount that air quality can ever be degraded in an area that is 
currently meeting the NAAQS.  This defined “significant” degradation, or increment, is a 
maximum additional cumulative impact that is allowed for the Holcim project, as well as all 
future projects that would impact air quality in the same area.   

All future projects must perform this same analysis under MDNR’s PSD regulations and would 
need to make the same demonstration of compliance to the MDNR as Holcim has done.  Their 
demonstration would need to include their facility, as well as the proposed cement plant, and all 
other sources large and small that would have located in the area after submission of Holcim’s 
application.  In this way, the PSD regulations ensure that air quality is not significantly degraded 
in an area.   

Third, the PSD regulations and the PC MACT NESHAP require the applicant to demonstrate 
that impacts from hazardous air pollutant (HAP) emissions from a proposed facility result in 
acceptable impacts to the environment, i.e., plant and animal life.  Holcim has used standard 
EPA procedure to demonstrate that the cement plant HAP impacts would be below all EPA-
defined thresholds.   

Fourth, the design of the Holcim cement plant would ensure compliance with all applicable 
federal and state air quality and control standards.  Holcim is very familiar with these standards 
and would be required to install Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to comply with 
them.  As part of the air permit, MDNR would have to approve the required BACT for the 
cement plant.   Recently, MDNR granted Holcim a preliminary determination that the air 
pollution controls proposed in Holcim’s PSD application are considered BACT.  MDNR also 
concurred with Holcim that an innovative control technology will be evaluated which may 
reduce ozone precursor emissions (and the facility’s potential impact on regional ozone levels) 
further than that possible with BACT technology. 

Fifth, Holcim has fully addressed the mercury air emissions issue.  See section 6.2.5 of this 
Response to Comments. 

Holcim has shown further commitment to reducing air emissions beyond what is required, as 
demonstrated by Holcim’s involvement in finding solutions to the global warming issue.  Holcim 
has been an active participant in the EPA’s Climate Wise program and recently became a charter 
member and inaugural participant in EPA’s Climate Leaders program. The company is an 
original member of the Pew Center on Climate Change’s Business Environmental Leadership 
Council and is a member of the Western Governors’ Association’s Enlibra Advisory Committee.  
And, through its parent company, Holcim Ltd, Holcim is a participant in the World Business 
Council for Sustainable Development’s Study titled, “Toward A Sustainable Cement Industry.”  
All of these activities reflect Holcim’s commitment to voluntary reductions of carbon dioxide 
(CO2) emissions, which are considered to be the main cause of global warming.  Over the past 
decade the company has voluntarily reduced its CO2 emissions by more than 10 percent on a per 
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ton cement-produced basis.  Holcim is committed to continuing these efforts at this project by 
using state-of-the-art technology and high-quality limestone.  Holcim estimates that the proposed 
cement plant would emit fewer than 800 kilograms of CO2 per ton of cement produced, which is 
approximately 20 percent lower than the U.S. industry average. 

Comment:  The Illinois EPA (IEPA) raised concerns about the potential for adverse air quality 
impacts in Illinois from the plant’s air emissions.  IEPA stated that NOx and, to a lesser extent, 
CO emissions from the plant would cause higher levels of ozone in Monroe County, a 
nonattainment area directly across the river from the project site.  IEPA further expressed 
concern that SO2 and PM10 emissions would cause significant, adverse impacts in Illinois. 

Response:  Holcim would comply with all applicable federal and state air quality and control 
standards, which are protective of human health and the environment in both Missouri and 
Illinois.  Monroe County is part of the St. Louis ozone nonattainment area, and therefore the air 
modeling results by Environ and Alpine Geophysics demonstrate there would be no significant 
adverse impact on Monroe County’s air.  Further, IEPA has the opportunity to submit comments 
to MDNR on Holcim’s air permit application.   

Illinois Governor Ryan submitted an 8 March 2002 letter supporting the project and withdrawing 
his previous request for an EIS. Governor Ryan stated that: 

Among the developments I have reviewed is the study 
commissioned by the U.S. EPA and conducted by Alpine 
Geophysics that clearly demonstrates that the Holcim plant would 
not prevent the St. Louis region from meeting its ozone 
nonattainment status.  As you know, two of Illinois’ most populous 
counties are in the St. Louis [sic] attainment zone, and I have every 
concern for the environmental and economic futures of Madison 
and St. Clair counties.  Air-quality technology at the plant would 
represent the best available in the industry to protect the health of 
our residents, and our economy.  I am convinced that the Alpine 
study, as well as the many other studies and plans promulgated by 
Holcim, have demonstrated the company’s serious commitment to 
stewardship of the regional environment and the air, land and 
water at the site. 

 
In addition, MDNR has recently requested that EPA redesignate the St. Louis ozone 
nonattainment area to attainment, based on the improvement in ambient ozone levels monitored 
across the region over the last three years.  The request is currently under consideration by EPA. 

Comment:   Several commenters addressed particulate matter emissions. (5, 22, 25, 83, 85, 99, 
100, 118)  One commenter stated that the cement plant’s emissions of coarse particulate matter 
could cause the St. Louis area to violate the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) 
for PM10.  The commenter also charged that the cement plant would emit fine particulate matter, 
which is a serious threat to human health, but Holcim had not disclosed that information.  (22)  
Another commenter stated that particulates, especially fine particulates, are harmful to human 
health.  (25) 
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Response:  Holcim would be required to comply with all applicable air quality standards, which 
include the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for PM10.  As part of the air 
permitting process, Holcim has demonstrated that the proposed cement plant would comply with 
the PM10 NAAQS, which was established many years ago.  The cement plant would be built in a 
way to significantly minimize particulate emissions.  Potential emissions of particulate matter 
from the cement plant would be limited to approximately 1,073 tons per year.  These emissions 
would be controlled by Best Available Control Technology that is approved by the State 
(presumably high efficiency bag filters, chemical suppression and watering of roads, and covered 
material storage), and would meet the PM10 NAAQS, which is protective of human health and 
the environment.  There is no applicable standard at this time for fine particulate matter (PM2.5) 
(the PM2.5 NAAQS have been promulgated, but have not yet been implemented) 
 
In preparation for the land reclamation hearing, using standard air dispersion modeling methods, 
Holcim further studied the potential impacts of particulate matter (dust from the cement plant 
and quarry, and particulate matter from engine exhaust) from the project on the surrounding area.  
Two worst-case scenarios were modeled: (1) the initial temporary project development activities 
(construction of the cement plant and associated work; and (2) year 10 of quarry operations (e.g., 
drilling and blasting, loading and unloading, hauling, and crushing) combined with other project 
air emissions.  For each scenario, the modeling determined the concentrations of PM10 (coarse 
particulate matter) and PM2.5 (fine particulate matter) in the ambient air outside the project site 
boundary, including appropriate background levels.   
 
The modeling demonstrated that under each scenario, PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations would be 
below the applicable USEPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  The modeling 
results show that no significant impact would occur to human health from project particulate 
matter emissions, either in the area immediately surrounding the project site or in the St. Louis 
metropolitan area.  Moreover, project particulate matter emissions would be primarily composed 
of limestone dust, which is not toxic. 

Comment:  Several commenters complained that the plant would have the potential to burn 
hazardous waste in the kiln, and there would be nothing to stop it from doing so, and thus 
producing toxics.  (25, 28, 40, 46, 48, 54, 72, 78).  One commenter stated that the kiln should at 
least meet standards imposed on commercial hazardous waste incinerators to limit toxic smoke. 
(46).  One commenter claimed that at a site visit attended by the USACE, Holcim representatives 
said they could not definitely say they would not burn hazardous waste in the future.  As a result, 
the commenter alleges that it must be assumed this plant would burn hazardous waste.  The 
commenter stated that burning hazardous waste emits substantially higher quantities of dioxins 
and furans.  Dioxins are said to be the most toxic substance devised by man.  The commenter 
contended that the USACE must evaluate the impact of these proposed emissions thousands of 
miles away, including the potential impact on Inuit women of Nunavut in the Arctic, stating that 
a recent study has shown that exceedingly high concentrations of dioxin in the breast milk of 
these women result in substantial part from emissions from cement plants in Missouri burning 
hazardous waste.  The commenter also stated that dioxins could contaminate fish in the streams 
and river and find its way into the food chain.  (25) 
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Response:  The proposed cement plant, as designed, is not configured to burn hazardous waste.  
Holcim has not applied for a permit to use hazardous waste as a fuel at the cement plant.  
Therefore, burning hazardous waste is not part of the proposed activity for which Holcim seeks 
permits from the USACE or MDNR.  In order to burn hazardous waste, Holcim would need to 
redesign the plant and obtain other permits from MDNR, which would give citizens an 
opportunity to comment at that time on those permit applications.   

Comment:  Several commenters alleged that Holcim’s Clarksville, Missouri plant has a history 
of air quality violations.  (20, 28, 37, 48).  EPA stated that air quality compliance information 
should be provided for the Clarksville plant.  (1)  

Response:  The Clarksville plant has a good record of compliance with air quality and control 
standards (see also section 8.2 of this Response to Comments).  Holcim uses high-tech, 
integrated computer systems and emission control systems to carefully monitor and minimize air 
emissions from the Clarksville plant.  The Clarksville plant is equipped with highly effective 
anti-pollution devices that filter small particles to ensure compliance with air quality standards 
that protect public health.  The highly efficient burning temperature within the Clarksville kiln 
eliminates as much as 99.999 percent of the organic materials in the fuel.  The efficiency of the 
kiln effectively reduces the amount of air emissions produced by burning fuel in the 
manufacturing process. 

The Clarksville plant has maintained compliance with Missouri air regulations over the past five 
years, with a few isolated exceptions.  The Clarksville plant is required to continuously limit 
opacity to below 20 percent, measured as a six-minute average.  Opacity levels measure the 
amount of light reflected by emissions.  The Clarksville plant continuously monitors opacity with 
an in-stack opacity monitor to demonstrate compliance with this standard.  On 26 April 2000, the 
plant received a Notice of Excess Emissions for an exceedance of the opacity rule, but a Notice 
of Violation (NOV) was not issued.  On    27 September 2000, the plant received a Notice of 
Excess Emissions, later changed to an NOV, for a second violation of the opacity rule.  The 
NOV was resolved by the plant’s implementation of a maintenance plan for the electrostatic 
precipitator (pollution control device).  On 7 August 2001, the plant exceeded the opacity limit 
due to operator error.  After the company self-reported the situation, the plant received an NOV.  
As part of the corrective action, certain process control changes were made, training was 
improved, and the Production Supervisor on duty was disciplined.  Aside from these violations, 
the Clarksville plant has routinely maintained opacity levels well within the limits established by 
the state.  For example, while the opacity limit is 20 percent, generally the plant operates at an 
opacity level below 10 percent.  

On those relatively few occasions when air permit limits have been exceeded at the Clarksville 
plant, Holcim has taken appropriate corrective action and resolved outstanding issues with the 
regulatory agency involved.  Holcim has stated a commitment to operate the Clarksville plant in 
an environmentally responsible manner.   

Comment:  One commenter complained that the applicant proceeded to clear land without 
securing a construction permit or air emissions permit.  (53) 
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Response:  The USACE assumes that this comment refers to construction of the access road.  
Holcim obtained the required permits for construction of the access road, including a nationwide 
permit from the USACE.  An air permit was not required for construction of the access road. 

Comment:  One commenter said that USACE permitted activities resulting in the discharge of air 
pollutants must conform to the NAAQS and SIP [State Implementation Plan] unless exempted, 
that a construction permit and Title V permit are required, and that Maximum Achievable 
Control Technology must be attained.  The same commenter also said the plant’s air emissions 
have the potential to wreck the regional NOx control plan.  (39) 

Response:  USACE agrees that air emissions from Holcim’s cement plant must conform to all 
applicable federal and state air quality and control standards, including the NAAQS and SIP, 
PSD air regulations, and the PC MACT NESHAP.  As part of its air permit application, Holcim 
is required to and has demonstrated that its air emissions would comply with these requirements.  
(See earlier response in this section which addressed these issues in more detail). 

The air permit is a construction permit, meaning that Holcim must obtain the air permit to 
construct the cement plant.  A Title V permit is an operating permit and is not required to 
construct the cement plant, but must be applied for within 180 days after operation begins.  

The comment regarding the regional NOx control plan is unclear.  The USACE/Holcim assumes 
this comment refers to the “NOx SIP call,” which is a regulation that is still under development.  
Holcim would be required to comply with any applicable provisions of the new regulation when 
it becomes final. 

Comment:  Several commenters stated there should be additional research on air quality issues 
before the permit could be issued.  (40, 54).   

Response:  Holcim and MDNR are ensuring that all necessary research including required air 
quality impact modeling is conducted as part of the air permitting process.  

6.12 Historic and Cultural Resources 

Comment: One commenter stated that the public notice mentioned five prehistoric sites 
potentially eligible for inclusion in the National Registry of Historic Places, but no agency had 
investigated those resources and potential impacts.  (8)  EPA stated that issues of “historical 
preservation” should be addressed.  (1)  Many commenters stated that prehistoric Native 
American Indian sites, or sites of historic or cultural significance, are present at the project site, 
are an additional reason not to disturb the area.  (8, 11, 12, 14, 15, 17, 18, 20 (including 80 form 
letters), 27, 29, 30, 33, 39, 43, 50, 54, 69, 72, 81, 117) 

Response:  Holcim has properly addressed historic and cultural resource issues.  Even before the 
permit application was submitted, Holcim performed a “Phase I” cultural resource survey at the 
project site, which identified a number of prehistoric, historic and modern architectural sites.  In 
coordination with the responsible government agency, the Missouri State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), only five of the prehistoric sites were determined potentially eligible for  
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inclusion on the National Registry of Historic Places.  Of those five sites, only one – a 
prehistoric Native American field camp – would actually be impacted by the project.  This site is 
referred to as “23SG1.”   

Subsequently, Holcim performed a “Phase II” investigation of Site 23SG1.  This work resulted in 
a 2 January 2002 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), under section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act, between the USACE, the SHPO, and Holcim.  The MOA primarily 
addresses the recovery of significant information from Site 23SG1.  However, as a precaution, 
the MOA also provides that Holcim would protect any historic sites potentially eligible for 
inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places, should they be determined in the future to 
be affected by the project.   

The MOA provides for the handling of Site 23SG1 by means of a “Phase III” “data recovery” 
operation.  Data recovery operations would be conducted in accordance with a plan attached to 
the MOA.  The operations would be carried out by trained archaeologists, who would conduct a 
field investigation and excavation, in accordance with standard Department of the Interior 
procedures to collect all significant cultural artifacts and deposits.  All recovered material would 
be returned to a laboratory where it would be washed, sorted and cataloged.  As appropriate, 
some of the material would be tested or analyzed using specialized techniques such as 
radiocarbon dating.  A report would be provided within 12 months to the SHPO.  All recovered 
material and records would be permanently curated at the Division of American Archaeology, 
University of Missouri, Columbia, or approved alternate location. 

Efforts were made during the development of the MOA to coordinate with Native American 
groups that might have an interest in the various prehistoric sites at the project site.  However, no 
Native American tribes were identified with religious or cultural interests or concerns that would 
be affected by the project.   

Pursuant to the MOA, historic and cultural resources at the project site would be handled 
properly under the requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act and state regulations.  
The Phase III data recovery operation at Site 23SG1 would ensure there would be no significant 
impacts related to historic and cultural resources because the artifacts from this location would 
be collected, removed and preserved.   

Comment:  One commenter claimed that the project’s air emissions would potentially cause 
degradation of the highly significant historic and cultural resources of Ste. Genevieve County 
and areas in Illinois across the river.  (29) 

Response:  Air emissions from the plant would comply with all applicable federal and state air 
quality and control standards, which are protective of human health and the environment, and 
would not adversely impact any historic or cultural sites.  (See also section 6.11 of this Response 
to Comments). 

6.13 Recreation 

Comment:  One commenter said the Mississippi River in the vicinity of the project site is used 
by many citizens for recreational activities such as fishing, hunting, bird watching, canoeing, and 
sightseeing, and that the project would adversely affect this type of activity.  (27) 
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Response:  This reach of the Mississippi River is not frequently used for recreation.  In addition, 
the distance of this area from St. Louis and the presence of the Rush Island power plant 
immediately upstream, and Brickeys Stone limestone quarry operation immediately downstream, 
further reduces its value for recreation.  Most of the limestone bluffs would be left in place, 
preserving much of the scenic value of the project site from the Mississippi River.     

7.0 Local Resident Concerns 

Comment:  The “local residents” who commented can be divided into three groups: (1) the 
residents who own property adjoining or next to the project site, (2) others who live near by in 
Ste. Genevieve County and southern Jefferson County, and (3) persons who live across the river 
in nearby towns such as Prairie du Rocher, Illinois.   

There are approximately 36 persons or families who are adjoining property owners or live near 
the project site.  Of this group, four submitted comments in support of the project, seven 
submitted comments opposing the project, and six submitted comments raising concerns but not 
stating opposition.  The adverse comments or concerns raised by this group included: noise 
(from the plant or from blasting), damage to wells and their water supply, damage to property, 
increased traffic, impacts to local wildlife, runoff from filling hollows, water pollution, impacts 
to wetlands, air pollution, impacts to health, loss of hilltop views, welfare of crops and livestock, 
effect on property values, and effect on the future of the community.   (6.6, 6.35, 6.39, 168, 
91.12, 91.32, 52, 91.22, 62, 99, 91.70) 

Many of the commenters in the second category supported the project, particularly residents of 
Ste. Genevieve County.  For example, at the public workshop on January 24, 2001, 58 persons 
filled out public comment forms.  Of that number 33 local residents supported the project and 
seven local residents opposed it.  (6.1 through 6.58)  

There were 145 form letters submitted by the French Valley Conservancy signed by individuals 
who stated: “I live near, and I work and/or farm near the proposed Holnam [now Holcim] cement 
kiln.  I care about my family’s health, my income, my property values, and the future of our 
community.  In order for me to make informed comment about this plant I need more 
information.  Please prepare an environmental impact statement so that citizens can know what 
the impacts to our community would be.”  Some of the addresses on these form letters were from 
Ste. Genevieve, Festus, Pevely and other local Missouri communities, but the majority of the 
addresses were from nearby towns in Illinois across the river such as Prairie du Rocher.  (14.1 
through 14.176) 

Response:  This response addresses only those concerns that are clearly localized in nature, such 
as noise from blasting, damage to water wells, increased traffic, or local air pollution.  Other 
more general concerns that are shared with other commenters, such as impacts on wetlands or 
regional air quality, or the need for an EIS, are addressed elsewhere in the relevant sections of 
this Response to Comments.  

Early in the planning process, Holcim formed a Citizens Advisory Committee to serve as a 
liaison between Holcim and the community to ensure that local residents have an ongoing 
opportunity to comment on the project and work with Holcim to address issues as they arise.  In 
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addition, Holcim has met several times with local residents to listen and respond to specific 
issues, such as potential effects on water wells.   

For the following reasons, local residents and their property would not be adversely affected by 
the project.  To begin with, an approximately 2,200 acre buffer area – more than half the project 
site – would be maintained around the active areas of the project.  Holcim specifically purchased 
sufficient land for a large buffer area to help ensure that local residents are protected from any 
disturbance.  The buffer area, which would surround the project on all sides, would reduce 
potential off-site impacts to insignificant levels.   

Noise, vibrations, or other effects such as airblast, would not adversely affect surrounding 
residents.  The cement plant would incorporate state-of-the-art technology to reduce noise, and 
must meet regulatory limits established by the Mine Safety and Health Administration (MSHA) 
for ambient noise both inside and outside.  Noise, vibrations, and airblast from blasting or other 
operations in the quarry would be limited by several factors, including landscape features, 
distance, and blasting controls.  The natural landscape, including the bluffs along the Mississippi 
River, the surrounding hills, and a ridge between the quarry and Isle du Bois Creek, would keep 
the quarry relatively isolated and provide good containment of sound from the quarry.  The 
buffer area, which would surround the quarry on all sides, would prevent any development 
encroaching on the quarry.  The buffer area would maintain substantial distance – typically at 
least one mile – between the quarry and surrounding residents.11  In addition, blasting would 
occur only during daylight hours, typically once in the morning and once in the afternoon.  All 
blasting would comply with the applicable ATF and MSHA regulations, and with guidelines 
developed by the Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement (Department of 
Interior).  Holcim is very experienced in using a variety of standard blasting practices to help 
ensure that ground vibrations do not adversely impact neighboring homes or other structures.  
During the night, quarry operations would be limited to drilling, crushing, loading, and hauling, 
which generate minimal noise.  Quarry operations would also be subject to regulatory limits 
established by MSHA for ambient noise.  Considering all these factors, there should be no 
significant noise or vibration impacts to surrounding residents from blasting or other quarry 
operations. 

The evidence produced at the MDNR land reclamation hearing, including testimony from 
Holcim’s quarry manager, the Dean of the School of Mines at University of Missouri-Rolla, and 
the Land Reclamation Commission Staff Director, confirmed the validity of the conclusions 
stated above regarding the buffer and potential effects of blasting from the quarry. 
 
At the land reclamation hearing, Holcim also presented the testimony of a well-qualified and 
knowledgeable expert in hydrogeology.  The witness established the following with regard to the 
potential impacts of the quarry on neighbors’ water wells.  Thorough hydrogeologic 
                                                 
11 To the north, the homes of the closest property owners are approximately four miles from the proposed cement 
plant or the quarry.  To the east the nearest residents are more than five miles away, across the Mississippi River.  
To the south, the home of the closest property owner is approximately one mile from the closest point in the quarry 
(and, in fact, that area would not be mined for at least 30 years).  To the west, the home of the closest resident is 
more than a mile from the cement plant, approximately a mile from the location of the main quarry activity in the 
early years, and approximately 2/3 of a mile from the nearest point in the quarry (an area that would not be mined 
for 40 years). 
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investigation of the Holcim quarry and site, which included extensive drilling, provided 
sufficient data to understand the underground rock formations and movement of groundwater in 
the area.  Information about the depth of the neighbors’ wells and the underground rock 
formations in the vicinity of their wells was obtained from the state’s public well records, 
depositions, and MDNR geologic maps.   
 
Due to the distance of the neighbors’ wells from the quarry, the location and depth of the wells in 
relation to the quarry, and the underlying geology of the area, there will be no adverse impact to 
any of the neighbors’ water wells from operation of the quarry.  In particular, the rock formations 
in which the neighbors’ wells are completed and which underlie the quarry generally outcrop 
(are exposed at the surface) to the west of the neighbors’ wells, and from there slope downward 
toward the Mississippi River.  As a result, the groundwater recharge areas for the neighbors’ 
wells are to the west, and their groundwater flows from the west to the east.  The quarry will not 
impact the re-charge areas or affect the direction of flow of the groundwater that supplies the 
neighbors’ wells.  In addition, there is no hydraulic or elevation connection between the quarry 
and the underground formations where the neighbors’ wells draw their water.  
 
Further, the neighbors’ wells are all completed in formations, which are beneath the Joachim 
Dolomite, a rock formation that forms the floor of the quarry and is an aquitard (barrier to 
groundwater movement).  As a result, the quarry will not cause any impact to the underground 
formations from which the neighbors’ wells draw their water.  In addition, the Joachim Dolomite 
will protect against the migration to underlying groundwater of any spills that may occur in the 
quarry.  Any spills would also be cleaned up immediately.   

Holcim is also considering a production well near the cement plant to supply its water needs.  
The target zone for the Holcim well would be 1100 to 1800 feet below grade, with the most 
likely aquifer at 1600 to 1800 feet below grade.  In addition to the protective factor of distance, 
and the hydraulically upgradient and side gradient position of the local resident wells, those 
wells are an average depth of only 227 feet below ground, and therefore use water from different 
aquifers than those that would be used for the Holcim well.  In addition, the Joachim Dolomite, a 
thick, impermeable rock formation, that is below the bottom of the local resident wells but above 
the Holcim well target zone, would serve as an aquitard, or a formation that prevents the vertical 
movement or draw down of water from the aquifers that supply the local residents.   

Before Holcim develops the proposed production well, the USACE would require Holcim to 
conduct further testing to ensure the well would not impact any local resident wells.  If any 
potential impacts were identified to local resident wells, Holcim would adequately mitigate those 
impacts, or use an alternative water supply.  

Holcim would also protect the quality of the surface water in the area, as discussed in section 6.2 
of this Response to Comments.  For example, Holcim’s cement manufacturing process would not 
result in wastewater discharges and there would be covered storage of raw materials.  In 
addition, stormwater controls would ensure that runoff does not contain excess sediment.  Also, 
at the land reclamation hearing, the expert hydrogeologist established that the quarry would not 
impact neighbors’ ponds, or in one case, a small waterfall adjoining the project site. 
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Protection of surface water quality, including spill controls, would also ensure that groundwater 
quality is protected.  As demonstrated in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, 
groundwater quality would not be adversely impacted by the quarry or plant.   

Since the comments were submitted, Holcim has changed the project to avoid filling North or 
Hickory Hollows.  These hollows would have been closer to many of the local residents on the 
north side of the project site.  Now, these hollows would remain part of the buffer.  These 
changes should alleviate many concerns related to these hollows, such as runoff or effects on 
wildlife. 

There may be some minor increased local traffic from the project.  This traffic would only occur 
on US Highway 61, a two-lane main road that runs roughly parallel to I-55, from about 
seven miles north of the site to about 12 miles south of the site.  Holcim has proposed a new 
interchange at I-55 that would be constructed relatively near the project site.  If this interchange 
were built as proposed, any increases in local traffic would be confined to a very short stretch of 
Highway 61 near the site.  If a new interchange were not built, there would be some additional 
traffic on Highway 61 from employee vehicles and truck shipments.  However, there would not 
be more than a total of approximately 200 employees spread out over three different shifts per 
day.  In addition, most product shipment would be by barge (80%) or rail (10%).  Therefore, the 
increased amount of traffic should be minor.  Further details are provided in the EA. 

As part of the air permitting process, Holcim is required to demonstrate compliance with all 
applicable air quality and control standards, which are protective of human health (including the 
most sensitive members of the population) and the environment.  As addressed in section 6.11 of 
this Response to Comments, Holcim has been required to scientifically model the impacts of the 
air emissions from the project.  This modeling has analyzed ambient air data and impacts both in 
the vicinity of the project (at the “fenceline”) and at points outward in all directions.  The 
modeling has demonstrated that the quality of the air for local residents and neighbors of the 
project site would be protected.     

Due largely to the protective function of the buffer area, the project would not cause decreased 
property values.  To support its land reclamation permit application, Holcim studied the effect of 
quarries, including the Clarksville quarry, on local property values.  The study showed that well-
operated quarries with buffer areas do not have an adverse effect on local property values.  
Because the project would bring economic development that would benefit Ste. Genevieve 
County and the surrounding area (see also section 11.0 of this Response to Comments), property 
values may actually tend to increase slightly.   

In addition, it should be noted that Holcim would have an important stake in the well being of 
the local community.  Holcim’s interest in being a responsible corporate citizen and neighbor 
would make preservation and improvement of the existing local quality of life a paramount 
objective.   
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8.0 Miscellaneous Comments 

8.1 Environmental Justice 

Comment:  EPA stated that issues of “environmental justice” should be addressed.  EPA 
provided no further details.   

Response:  No comments were submitted that raised any specific environmental justice issues.   
Granting the permit would not be discriminatory or unfair to any minority or low-income 
population, especially since any potential adverse environmental impacts would be mitigated to 
insignificance.   

8.2 Clarksville Plant Violations 

Comment:  Several commenters alleged that Holcim’s Clarksville, Missouri plant has a history 
of environmental violations, and that the company’s poor track record should be considered by 
the USACE.  (20, 27, 28, 37, 48).  One commenter alleged that Holcim has proven itself to be a 
bad actor in Missouri due to violations at the Clarksville plant, and stated that a records review 
showed numerous past violations.  (8)   

Response:  The Clarksville plant has a good environmental compliance record.  Holcim has been 
recognized in Missouri for its leadership in protecting the environment.  The company has 
received awards including the Missouri Energy Leadership Award presented by MDNR; the 
Missouri Land Reclamation Award presented by the Missouri Land Reclamation Commission; 
and the Missouri Industrial Energy Award presented jointly by MDNR and Associated Industries 
of Missouri.  In addition, several elected officials in the Clarksville area have submitted 
comments to the USACE praising the Clarksville plant’s environmental record.  For example, 
U.S. Rep. Kenny Hulshof stated that: “For more than 30 years, [Holcim’s] cement facility in 
Clarksville, Missouri has been providing solid job opportunities, economic growth, and 
community investment in an environmentally responsible manner in Missouri’s Ninth 
Congressional District.  State Rep. Philip Smith stated: “[my constituents] . . . consider the 
company [Holcim] a good neighbor, particularly when it comes to protecting the environment 
and responding to the public.”  Furthermore, in a letter to the USACE supporting the project, 
Governor Ryan of Illinois also recognized the excellent record of the Clarksville plant, which sits 
near the western border of Illinois.   

The goal of all Holcim manufacturing facilities is to operate within applicable permit limits and 
standards established to protect health and safety.  The company takes seriously its 
environmental obligations, as well as the environmental leadership role it plays within the 
cement industry.  On those relatively few occasions when permit limits have been exceeded or 
other noncompliance has occurred, the company has taken appropriate corrective action and 
resolved outstanding issues with the regulatory agency involved.   

The Clarksville plant’s air compliance history for the previous five years was provided in 
section 6.11 of this Response to Comments.   
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Under the Water Pollution Control Program, there have been only three incidents of 
noncompliance during the past five years.  Clarksville received a Notice of Violation (NOV) in 
February 1998 for exceeding the effluent limit for Total Suspended Solids (TSS) and a Letter of 
Warning in August 2002 for a similar exceedance.  In both instances, the problem was promptly 
corrected and no further action was taken.  In September 2000, there was an accidental release of 
bleach into the plant’s water treatment system, which killed some fish on Holcim’s property.  
Holcim self-reported this incident and corrected the problem; no further action was deemed 
appropriate by the regulatory agency.     

In the Hazardous Waste Program, Clarksville received Letters of Warning in 1996, 1998, 1999 
and 2000.  The 1996 Letter of Warning was determined to have been in error.  The 1998, 1999, 
and 2000 Letters of Warning were issued for discrepancies noted during annual hazardous waste 
inspection, including failures to empty small waste accumulation containers within the required 
one year period, and one failure to report the release of hazardous waste into a secondary 
containment area.  Each time these problems were also corrected and no further action was 
deemed appropriate by the regulatory agency.     

In March 1999, the Clarksville plant was subject to a blanket enforcement action by EPA against 
more than 100 facilities in certain Midwest states for failing to submit a “continuous release 
report.”  Holcim resolved the matter with EPA.  

In all other respects, the Clarksville plant maintained compliance with environmental regulations 
for the past five years.  Most of the violations discussed above are considered minor by the 
cognizant MDNR program, as reflected in various memos provided to the MDNR Land 
Reclamation Program, which has examined Holcim’s environmental compliance record.  When 
Holcim applied in 2000 for a land reclamation permit at the project site to quarry an initial 64 
acres for rock to construct the access road, the MDNR Land Reclamation Program conducted an 
inquiry into Holcim’s compliance record, including the Clarksville plant record, and issued the 
permit.  In 2002, Holcim’s Missouri compliance history was reviewed by the Land Reclamation 
Program in connection with Holcim’s application for expansion of its land reclamation permit.  
As evidenced by a 15 May 2002 memorandum to the Land Reclamation Commission by the 
Commission’s Staff Director, and testimony at the MDNR land reclamation hearing, the Land 
Reclamation Program determined, after consulting with the other MDNR programs (Air 
Pollution Control Program, Water Pollution Control Program, and Hazardous Waste Program), 
that Holcim’s environmental compliance record in Missouri is satisfactory, and that the number 
and severity of violations are typical of an operation of this size.   

Holcim has an excellent relationship with the Clarksville community.  The plant has a citizen's 
advisory council in place to maintain an open and productive dialogue with the citizens who live 
and work in the area, allowing Holcim to quickly respond to concerns and complaints.  Holcim is 
not aware of any significant volume of complaints about environmental matters.  Any complaints 
filed with MDNR are investigated, and are addressed by the agency and the company.  

At  Clarksville, Holcim has actively undertaken measures to safeguard the local environment.  In 
conjunction with the original construction of the harbor in the 1960s, Holcim cooperated in the 
creation of an adjacent conservation area containing forest and wetlands.  Today, the 
conservation area, which is managed by the USACE, FWS, and MDC, is an outstanding natural 
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area co-existing next to the harbor for the cement plant.  In just the last year, Holcim gave its 
lease rights to a prime wetland area immediately south of the harbor to the USACE in exchange 
for ownership of the harbor.  Holcim has been a good neighbor to the wetland areas both north 
and south of the Clarksville plant harbor.  In addition, Holcim has turned back more than 200 
acres of quarried land for local farming use and for the construction of two lakes.  

8.3 Other 

Comment:  One commenter said that huge cement plants create regulatory problems and 
environmental dangers, citing River Cement Co., with 20 counts charged against it for 
noncompliance with environmental regulations.  (46) 

Response:   River Cement’s environmental compliance record is not at issue. Holcim would be 
required to operate its plant in an environmentally responsible manner.  

Comment:  One commenter requested that information should be provided as to how this project 
would impact the Harrisonville Drainage and Levee District, in Monroe County, Illinois, which 
is under USACE jurisdiction. (32) 

Response:  The project would have no known impact on the Harrisonville Drainage and Levee 
District.     

9.0 Indirect, Secondary and Cumulative Impacts 

Comment:  A number of commenters stated that the USACE should consider the indirect, 
secondary and cumulative impacts of the project.  (1, 2, 4, 8, 9, 12, 22, 25, 27, 30, 91 (a grouping 
of 87 form letters), 97). 

EPA recommended analysis of indirect, secondary, and cumulative impacts to waters of the 
United States.  EPA requested analysis of the cumulative impacts of effluent discharges, 
stormwater discharges, and habitat impacts from barging on the Mississippi River, and analysis 
of the cumulative and indirect impacts of filling in flood plain wetlands on the Mississippi River.  

MDC recommended consideration of the cumulative impacts of all the quarry activity from 
Festus to Ste. Genevieve on the Missouri side of the Mississippi River. 

One commenter stated that the USACE must consider cumulative air emissions from the Rush 
Island power plant and any other proposed or existing cement plants.  (25) 

In a supplemental comment, one commenter sought analysis of cumulative impacts on a number 
of aspects of the project, including impacts on air quality, streams and wetlands, forests, and 
aesthetics of the Mississippi River corridor.  The commenter stated that the USACE must 
consider the impacts of Holcim’s proposal in the context of all other past and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects.  (22) 

The commenter further stated that the USACE should consider the cumulative impacts of the 
following specific projects: a Continental Cement proposal to build a new cement plant four 
miles north of the City of Ste. Genevieve, a River Cement proposal to expand its existing plant in 
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Jefferson County by more than 50%, a Chemical Lime application for a permit to conduct 
additional dredging at its facility near Ste. Genevieve, and a proposal to construct the Isle of 
Capri Casino near the town of Kimmswick, Missouri.  (22) 

Response:  The USACE agrees that indirect, secondary, and cumulative impacts or effects must 
be considered in the environmental review of the project.  These issues are addressed further in 
the EA; a brief response is provided here.      

Indirect impacts.  Indirect impacts or effects are those, which are caused by an action and are 
later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable.  40 CFR 
1508.8(b).  However, for a particular effect to require consideration under NEPA, there must be 
a reasonably close causal relationship between a change in the physical environment and the 
effect at issue.  Metropolitan Edison v. People Against Nuclear Energy, 460 U.S. 766, 774 
(1983).     

The primary comments relating to indirect impacts focused on impacts to water quality from 
stormwater runoff, barging, and dredging.  The USACE believes that Holcim has adequately 
addressed water-quality related indirect impacts in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report 
and throughout this Response to Comments.  In particular, the Water Resources and Hydrology 
Report analyzed the potential for adverse indirect impacts on Isle du Bois Creek or Mississippi 
River water quality or hydrology from the changes to stormwater runoff that would be caused by 
project components such as the cement plant and the quarry.  In summary, the cement plant and 
quarry would not result in significant changes in Isle du Bois Creek or Mississippi River 
sediment or nutrient levels, or flow, especially since MDNR-permitted sedimentation basins and 
best management practices would control runoff to prevent adverse indirect effects.  See sections 
6.2.4 and 6.2.5 of this Response to Comments.  The Water Resources and Hydrology Report also 
analyzed the indirect impacts to Mississippi River water quality that might result from barging 
and dredging in the harbor and fleeting areas, and concluded that these impacts are also minor 
and insignificant.  See section 6.2.5 of this Response to Comments.  A number of other potential 
indirect impacts, such as those relating to groundwater, were identified and evaluated in the 
Water Resources and Hydrology Report, as well.      

Holcim has addressed other potential indirect impacts in the course of its sequencing efforts to 
avoid, minimize, and mitigate environmental impacts.  The Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, 
the Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy, and the proposed conservation measures in the BA 
are all designed to prevent or minimize indirect environmental impacts.  For example, the 
creation and restoration of wetlands on Lee Island and along Isle du Bois Creek offsets the loss 
of any wetland functions, preventing indirect effects to the aquatic ecosystem that otherwise 
might result.  In fact, the enhancement of the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor should benefit 
birds, fish, and other wildlife using this area, as well as the water quality of Isle du Bois Creek 
and the Mississippi River, with corresponding broader indirect benefits for aquatic and forest 
ecosystems.  Similarly, the southern Lee Island wetland complex, including the enhanced Lee 
Island backwater slough, would compensate for the loss of the disturbed wetlands that would be 
taken for the harbor, further limiting indirect effects on the Mississippi River flood plain 
ecosystem. 
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The USACE evaluated Holcim’s analyses and response to a variety of other indirect impacts, 
such as the potential effects of noise and light from project components.  For example, in section 
7.0 of this Response to Comments, Holcim explains how the buffer area, natural features, state-
of-the-art technology, and operational procedures (blasting only once in the morning and 
afternoon during daylight hours) would protect local residents from any disturbance associated 
with project activities.  In the BA, Holcim addressed the potential effects of noise, light, and dust 
on the Indiana bat, determining that no adverse impact should occur.   

Secondary Impacts.  Secondary development, a term which typically refers to those impacts that 
result from the off-site growth-related effects of a project, such as economic growth, increased 
development, and traffic, is another type of indirect effect.  40 CFR 1508.87(b).  Potential 
secondary development must be reasonably foreseeable to warrant analysis under NEPA.  
Hoosier Environmental Council, Inc. v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 105 F. Supp. 2d 953, 
972-77 (S.D. Ind. 2000).   

A large amount of future secondary development is not reasonably foreseeable as a result of the 
project.  In contrast to projects such as highways or resorts, which are designed to facilitate 
access or attract people to an area, the purpose of this project is to construct a portland cement 
manufacturing facility.   

Nevertheless, the project is expected to generate favorable economic growth in the Ste. 
Genevieve County and Jefferson County area (two-county region).  See the Economic Impact of 
the Lee Island Cement Plant in Ste. Genevieve County, a study conducted at Holcim’s request by 
the Center for Economic and Business Research in the Donald L. Harrison School of Business at 
Southeast Missouri State University.  For example, the project would bring approximately 200 
long-term, good-paying jobs and an annual payroll of approximately $10 million to Ste. 
Genevieve County.  As a result, annual personal income in the two-county region would increase 
approximately $24 million, while annual personal income in the state would increase by 
approximately $32 million.   

The potential impacts from economic growth attributable to the project would be spread 
throughout the two-county region.  Because most of the people who would be employed by the 
project (either during the construction or post-construction phase) already live in the two-county 
region, there should not be significant housing development required for construction or 
permanent workers.  In addition, any employees moving to the area requiring housing would find 
a variety of choices available, including Bloomsdale or the town of Ste. Genevieve to the south, 
and the area from Festus to St. Louis to the north.  Only a few employees would be expected to 
live in the immediate vicinity of the project site, as that is a rural area, with little commercial 
development and numerous relatively large (5-acre or more) home sites.  Therefore, any 
secondary impacts directly related to the action’s need for increased housing would be relatively 
diffuse across the two-county region.  It may be difficult to differentiate Holcim’s induced 
secondary impacts as a rising trend shows numerous individuals that work in the metropolitan St. 
Louis area are seeking housing development in the two-county area which offers more solitude 
than their existing suburban setting.  Extensive commercial support development is not expected 
in the immediate area surrounding the project site, especially due to its distance from any other 
development.  The most likely scenario would be a gas station and minor shopping/restaurant 
facilities at the nearest I-55 interchange.         
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Because any new housing or support establishments in the general vicinity of the project site 
would be limited, the impact should not be significant enough to change or adversely impact the 
rural nature of the area.  There may be some minor increased local traffic from the project.  This 
traffic would only occur on US Highway 61, a two-lane main road that runs roughly parallel to I-
55.  Holcim has proposed a new interchange at I-55 that would be constructed relatively near the 
project site.  If this interchange were built as proposed, any increases in local traffic would be 
confined to a very short stretch of Highway 61 near the site.  If a new interchange were not built, 
there would be some additional traffic on Highway 61 from employee vehicles and truck 
shipments.  However, there would not be more than a total of approximately 200 employees 
spread out over two or three different shifts per day.  In addition, most product shipment would 
be by barge (80%) or rail (10%).  Therefore, the increased amount of traffic is not likely to 
significantly affect the carrying capacity of the road or the character of the Ste. Genevieve area.     

Cumulative Impacts.  The USACE has analyzed the impact on the environment, which results 
from the incremental impact of the project when added to other past, present, proposed, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions in the area in which the effects of the project would be felt.  
40 CFR 1508.7; Stewart v. Potts, 126 F.Supp.2d 428 (S.D. Tex. 2000).  The methodology used 
was to determine: (1) the area in which effects of the project may be felt; (2) the impacts that are 
expected in that area from the project; (3) the other actions (past, present, proposed, and 
reasonably foreseeable) that have had or are expected to have impacts in the same area; (4) the 
impacts or expected impacts from these other actions, and (5) the overall impact that can be 
expected if the individual impacts are allowed to accumulate.   

There are three relevant geographic areas – water-related, upland-related, and air quality-related 
– for cumulative impacts analysis, with some overlap.  The area in which water-related effects 
may be felt was determined to be the project site, the middle and lower sections of Isle du Bois 
Creek, and the Mississippi River from Crystal City in southern Jefferson County to the southern 
boundary of Ste. Genevieve County.  Selection of a portion of the Mississippi River upstream of 
the project site is designed to allow for consideration of potential impacts to fish.   

The area in which upland-related effects may be felt is the area east of Interstate Highway 55 
from Festus-Crystal City in southern Jefferson County to the southern boundary of Ste. 
Genevieve County.  This area was selected in order to consider potential cumulative impacts on 
birds and wildlife from forest fragmentation.   

The area in which air quality-related effects may be felt is the St. Louis ozone nonattainment 
area and the Ste. Genevieve County PSD airshed.   

The complete cumulative impacts analysis for the water-related, upland-related, and air quality-
related geographic areas is provided in the EA.  In summary, it does not appear there would be 
any significant cumulative adverse environmental impact from the incremental impact of this 
project when considered together with other past, present, proposed, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in the area. 

Comment:  One commenter alleged that the project would have adverse economic effects on 
local and state communities it purports to benefit.  If St. Louis does not achieve attainment by 
2004, the area would be reclassified to “serious” ozone nonattainment and would be held to the 
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new more difficult standard of attainment established in 1997.  There would be considerable 
negative economic costs, including: strict emission controls, increased cost and difficulty of 
obtaining permit to build new facilities and expand existing ones increased costs and restrictions 
regarding motor vehicle use and maintenance, and possible loss of highway funds.  The 
commenter maintains that, after Holcim brings its current employees to the new plant, there 
would only be 160 new jobs for the area.  Comparing the number of jobs provided with the 
number placed in jeopardy from the plant contributing to the area’s nonattainment status, the 
economic consequences of the Lee Island facility turn from beneficial to damaging.  (22) 
 
Response:  The premise of this comment is that the cement plant air emissions would adversely 
impact the St. Louis ozone nonattainment area.  However, as discussed in section 6.11 in this 
Response to Comments, the proposed plant would not jeopardize the ability of the St. Louis 
ozone nonattainment area to achieve the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for 
ozone.  In addition, MDNR has recently requested that EPA redesignate the St. Louis ozone 
nonattainment area to attainment, based on the improvement in ambient ozone levels monitored 
across the region over the last three years.  The request is currently under consideration by EPA. 

10.0 Periodic Permit Review  

Comment:  Several commenters questioned how the permit would be periodically reviewed over 
a time frame of 100 years or more.  (1, 2, 14, 30)  EPA requested to know how the USACE 
would periodically re-evaluate the permit, given that regulations and technology would certainly 
evolve. (1) MDC stated that there should be lifetime permit review options and the federal 
interest must be “in perpetuity” to protect the public trust.  (4) One commenter asked how the 
project would be monitored through the term of the permit and by whom.  (14) Another 
commenter stated that a 100-year permit length is simply ridiculous.  (30) The commenter 
contended that the USACE does not inspect or even concern itself with enforcing the 404 permit 
after it is granted, and wonders how the public protects itself against a bad actor. 

Response:  The pending permit would be issued in accordance with USACE regulations, which 
contain provisions for duration of permits and enforcement of permits.  Following established 
procedure would be sufficient to ensure the permit is enforced, reviewed and modified as 
necessary over the years to accommodate changes in circumstances. 

In accordance with 33 CFR 325.6, Duration of Permits, USACE permits may authorize both the 
work and the resulting use.  In general, permits continue in effect until they automatically expire 
or are modified, suspended or revoked.  Permits for the existence of a structure or other activity 
of a permanent nature are usually for an indefinite duration with no expiration date cited.  This 
fact is associated with the notion that conditioned permits authorize the placement of structures 
and/or fill materials which typically result in the loss of all jurisdictional features and require 
subsequent compensatory mitigation.  Any permit authorized for construction work would 
specify time limits for completing the work or activity.  If the authorized work includes periodic 
maintenance dredging, an expiration date, which shall not exceed ten years from issuance, would 
be established. 
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As applied to this project, the permit would authorize the construction of the harbor and the 
fleeting area, with a reasonable time frame for completion and an indefinite period for resulting 
use.  Based on the scope and nature of the quarry operations, which would progress in 
increments of clearing, excavation, and reclamation for 100+ years, a reasonable permit term for 
impacts to the jurisdictional waters in the quarry would be 100 years.  With regard to any 
periodic maintenance dredging that may be required, Holcim would have to obtain separate 
permits from the USACE.     

The permit terms and conditions can be enforced by the USACE throughout the life of the 
permit, in accordance with 33 CFR Part 326.  If, for example, at any time Holcim does not 
comply with the requirements of the approved Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, the USACE 
may issue a compliance order, suspend or revoke the permit, or seek administrative or judicial 
penalties.  

Monitoring conditions would be imposed in the permit to ensure periodic review of Holcim’s 
compliance.  33 CFR 326.4 requires district engineers to take reasonable measures to inspect 
permitted activities, as required, to ensure compliance.  Members of the public, and interested 
local, state and federal agencies may report suspected violations to the USACE.   

Additional safeguards are available through the permit modification procedures at 33 CFR 325.7.  
The USACE may, either on its own, at the request of Holcim, or at the request of a third party, 
reevaluate the circumstances and conditions of any permit at any time, and initiate action to 
modify, suspend, or revoke the permit as made necessary by considerations of the public interest.  
This provision provides the USACE with full authority to modify the permit as necessary, 
whenever appropriate.  Moreover, any concerned citizen or agency can request such review at 
any time.   

The USACE will impose a condition establishing a formal permit review schedule.  Permit 
reviews consisting of a meeting between the USACE, interested agencies and Holcim staff 
would be held to evaluate permit status and compliance.  The proposed timetable would be based 
on reasonable intervals related to the anticipated progress of the project.  A formal review would 
be conducted at the end of five years, 10 years, and every 10 or 20 years thereafter.  At the end of 
the first five years, the harbor and fleeting area, as well as the wetland mitigation engineering 
and planting work, would likely be complete.  At the end of 10 years, the progress of the quarry, 
commencement of reclamation activities, and effectiveness of wetland mitigation could be 
reviewed.  Thereafter, quarry progress, reclamation, and stream mitigation could be reviewed at 
the end of each 10-year increment of the quarry.   

11.0 Permit Decision 

Comment:  Many commenters stated that the USACE should deny the proposed permit. (1, 2, 4, 
7, 8, 9, 12, 17, 20, 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, 28, 30, 34, 37, 39, 40, 48, 50, 58, 59, 61, 70, 74, 75, 76, 
77).  There were also many letters submitted in support of the project requesting the permit be 
issued, including numerous letters from elected officials.   
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Several commenters stated that the project is contrary to the public interest. (22, 27)  These 
commenters provided many reasons why the project is not in the public interest.  In general, the 
commenters alleged that the environmental impacts were too severe for the project to be in the 
public interest.  Examples of specific arguments include: 

One commenter alleged that the project would:  (1) destroy at least 17 acres of wetlands 
(violating national policy), 3.4 miles of streams, and most of the springs and seeps; 
(2) significantly adversely impact fish and wildlife habitat; (3) negatively impact air and water 
quality; and (4) cumulatively adversely impact the environment.  The commenter claimed that 
the project’s purported benefits do not outweigh the environmental harm because: (1) there has 
been no showing of a pressing public or private need for the project; and (2) there are reasonable 
and practicable alternatives. 

One commenter focused on air pollution impacts to human health, emphasizing the effects of 
particulates and dioxin.  The commenter also raised concerns about mercury emissions entering 
the environment through the river.  (25) 

MDC stated that the “likely impacts of the activity on the public interest warrants denial” and 
that MDC’s “recommendation for denial is based on the environmental standards set forth by the 
404(b)(1) guideline (40 CFR 230).”  MDC also stated that it was very concerned that the project 
would constitute an irretrievable and unmitigable allocation of natural resources unique to the 
State of Missouri.     

One commenter contested Holcim’s assertion that the project would provide an economic benefit 
to the local community and the State.  The commenter stated that because of a Project Exemption 
Certificate issued by Ste. Genevieve County, Holcim would pay no sales tax, and, as long as the 
County owns the Holcim cement plant, Holcim would be exempt from paying both sales and 
property taxes.  Therefore, rather than promoting the economic welfare and development of the 
County, the arrangement provides benefits to Holcim at the expense of Ste. Genevieve County 
and the State of Missouri. (22) 

Response:  The standard for the USACE’ permit decision is found at 33 CFR 320.4(a)(1), which 
provides that the decision whether to issue a permit will be based on an evaluation of the 
probable impacts, including cumulative impacts, of the proposed activity and its intended use on 
the public interest.  The benefits expected from the project must be balanced against the 
reasonably foreseeable detriments.  Some of the listed factors relevant to this permit decision 
which must be considered include conservation, economics, aesthetics, general environmental 
concerns, wetlands, historic properties, fish and wildlife values, flood plain values, land use, 
navigation, water quality, energy needs, safety, mineral needs, considerations of property 
ownership, and, in general, the needs and welfare of the people.  After consideration of all 
factors, a permit will be granted unless the USACE determines that it would be contrary to the 
public interest.   

The following general criteria are to be considered in evaluating the permit application:  (1) the 
relative extent of the public and private need for the project, (2) the practicability of using 
reasonable alternative locations and methods to accomplish the objective of the work, and (3) the 
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extent and permanence of the beneficial and/or detrimental effects that the proposed work may 
have on the public and private uses to which the area is suited. 

Public need. The public need for the project – which is the need for portland cement for 
buildings and roads – is substantial and continues to increase.  The demand for portland cement 
in the River market is currently supplied in large part by overseas imports, because there is 
inadequate manufacturing capacity in the region.  Therefore, there is clearly a significant public 
need for additional cement plant production and supply in the River market.     

As evidenced by the letters of support from elected officials and citizens (there were a total of 
approximately 587 commenters, including 25 elected officials, who supported the project), the 
state and local public need for economic development is high.  The project would bring 
approximately 200 long-term, good-paying jobs and an annual payroll of approximately $10 
million to Ste. Genevieve County.  A study – The Economic Impact of the Lee Island Cement 
Plant in Ste. Genevieve County – that was conducted at Holcim’s request by the Center for 
Economic and Business Research in the Donald L. Harrison School of Business at Southeast 
Missouri State University, determined that the project would: 

• During the peak year in the construction phase, create 431 direct construction-related jobs 
and another 281 indirect jobs for residents of Ste. Genevieve and Jefferson counties;   

• After construction, increase annual employment in the state by 536 new jobs as a result of 
project operations and additional spending created by the project and its employees; 

• After construction, increase annual personal income in Jefferson and Ste. Genevieve 
counties by $24.4 million and in the state by $31.7 million; 

In addition to the study findings, the project would bring a total of approximately 1,000 workers 
onto the site at the peak of the construction phase.   

To support such significant job creation and economic growth, Ste. Genevieve County has 
chosen to offer a widely used financing incentive: Chapter 100 bonds.   Chapter 100 bonds 
provide a means of encouraging economic growth and investment in the state and local 
communities by allowing counties to reduce the property tax burden on companies which are 
planning to construct new facilities.  Chapter 100 bonds have been used repeatedly to create jobs 
in St. Louis, Kansas City, Cape Girardeau, and other parts of the state.   

Holcim would still finance the entire cost of the project.  In addition, during the 20-year life of 
the Chapter 100 bonds, Holcim also would be responsible for payments to the Ste. Genevieve 
County R-II School District totaling more than $35 million over 20 years, and payments to Ste. 
Genevieve County of more than $12 million over 20 years.  As a result of those payments, 
Holcim would be one of the largest contributors to the county’s overall revenue base.   

During construction of the project, Chapter 100 bonds also would allow the county to provide 
Holcim with a sales tax exemption on most building materials.  However, when the project is 
operational, the state would receive an additional $1.37 million in sales and income tax revenue.   
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Another factor relevant to the public need determination is that the Holcim plant would likely 
over time replace older, less efficient cement plants (either Holcim or competitor plants) with 
modern, state-of-the-art technology.  The experience of the cement industry is that older plants 
must ultimately upgrade or shut down when new plants come in.  New plants are typically 
subject to more stringent pollution control requirements, and therefore, benefit the environment.  

Private need.  As discussed in section 5.1 of this Response to Comments, Holcim has a pressing 
need for additional low-cost cement production capacity to maintain and expand its market share 
in the Mississippi River market.  Holcim’s reliance on imported cement in the face of growing 
demand for cement in the River market illustrates the company’s private need for this project.   

404(b)(1) Guidelines and Practicable Alternatives.  As discussed in section 5.2 of this Response 
to Comments, the project complies with the 404(b)(1) guidelines.  The project is clearly water-
dependent because the harbor is an essential project component.  There are no practicable 
alternative locations or methods that would enable Holcim to accomplish the purposes of the 
proposed project.  Holcim conducted an extensive search for alternative project sites, but in light 
of overall project purposes, only the Lee Island project site met all the requirements.  Essentially, 
the Lee Island project site was the only area left on the Mississippi River between St. Louis and 
Scott City, Missouri, the target geographic area, with sufficient size and quality of limestone 
deposits for a four million metric ton per year cement plant, and other required features, that is 
not already owned by competitors or had some other disqualifying feature(s).  Therefore, it was 
the only site reasonably available to Holcim meeting all project purposes.  In all likelihood, any 
other Middle Mississippi River site, if one were available, would have had similar or greater 
environmental impacts. 

Environmental Impacts.  The alleged detrimental environmental impacts of the project would not 
occur, have been avoided or minimized, or would be mitigated to insignificance.  Based on the 
sequencing process’s required avoidance, minimization, and mitigation, the project would not 
adversely affect Isle du Bois Creek, the Lee Island flood plain, or the Mississippi River.  
Likewise, Holcim’s Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy and proposed conservation measures 
would mitigate adverse impacts related to the quarry.   

Many commenters criticized the project’s supposed adverse effect on Isle du Bois Creek water 
quality.  They believed the project would result in large quantities of sediment entering Isle du 
Bois Creek, but that should not be the case.  Stormwater controls, including MDNR-permitted 
sedimentation basins and best management practices, would prevent excessive sediment and 
nutrients from reaching Isle du Bois Creek.  The USACE also feels that the comments are 
incorrect in stating the cement plant itself would contribute to Isle du Bois Creek water quality 
problems.  The plant would not discharge any fill material into jurisdictional waters or 
wastewater from the cement manufacturing process.  In addition, the materials used by the 
cement plant would be stored in buildings – a state-of-the-art cement industry “first” – 
preventing contact with stormwater. 

In response to comments and USACE direction, Holcim has avoided any direct impacts to Isle 
du Bois Creek by virtue of its action to withdraw from its permit application North and Hickory 
Hollows, the haul road and improvements to Isle du Bois Creek crossings, and the wetland  
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impacts previously associated with the railroad spur.  In addition, Holcim’s mitigation plan 
would result in enhancements to the currently farmed Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor.  As a 
result, Isle du Bois Creek would be fully protected and enhanced.   

As discussed in section 6.3 in this Response to Comments, Holcim developed a Wetland and 
Stream Mitigation Plan in accordance with USACE and MDNR guidelines that offsets the 
wetland and stream impacts.  In addition to stream mitigation, Holcim would be required to 
create and enhance approximately 61 acres of wetlands to replace the approximately 14 acres of 
wetlands that would be impacted by the project. 

Holcim also developed conservation measures to preserve and enhance habitat and avoid impacts 
to endangered species, migratory birds, and other wildlife.  All of these actions and others 
support the conclusion that there would be no significant negative effect on the environmental 
values that the USACE must consider and balance as part of our environmental review. 

Finally, it should be emphasized that any environmental impacts that do occur would be 
minimized in both the short-term and the long-term.  Immediate benefits would be realized from 
such actions as the cessation of farming and restoration of the Lee Island slough.  Once the 
harbor and fleeting area is completed and the adjacent wetlands are created and enhanced on 
southern Lee Island, there would be equilibrium on the Mississippi River flood plain portion of 
the site, with excellent habitat enhanced for birds, fish, and other wildlife.  The restoration of 
wetlands along Isle du Bois Creek, combined with other work such as bank stabilization, would 
enhance the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor in relatively short order.  These early mitigation 
efforts would help offset any impacts from the quarry during its first 8-10 years. 

Moreover, with regard to the quarry, the impacts would not occur all at once, as the commenters 
tend to portray it.  Only small amounts of the total area would be disturbed at any one time, with 
concurrent ongoing reclamation after the first 8-10 years that mitigates the sequential impacts.  
As reclamation takes place behind the advancing quarry, the hilly topography would be 
reconstructed, at a lower elevation, and jurisdictional intermittent streams would be replaced, to 
the extent practical (at minimum on a 1:1 replacement ratio).  Native vegetation should begin to 
grow again and would quickly re-establish itself.  Eventually, the entire quarry area would be 
reclaimed, with forest, streams, ponds, and a lake.    The reclaimed quarry area would combine 
with the preserved buffer area to provide contiguous habitat and ecological value, making it  
possible to extract mineral resources in an environmentally responsible manner. 

Based on all these factors, the balancing required for the public interest review weighs in favor 
of issuing the permit for the project. 
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PART II 

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 
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12.0 Agencies :  In many instances, the comments provided by the agencies were similar to 
those submitted by other 

Commenters.  As such, the information provided in this response to comments would reiterate 
much of the information that was previously discussed within this document.  Regardless, the 
USACE believes it is necessary to specifically address concerns generated by each agency. 

12.1 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

Summary of Comments:  EPA commented by letters dated 21 December 2000, 29 January 2001, 
and 9 March 2001, by e-mail dated 16 November 2001, and again by letter dated 19 December 
2002.  In summary, EPA stated: (1) the project would likely have significant environmental 
impacts, (2) additional information is needed about potential impacts,  (3) an EIS is necessary 
because of significant impacts and lack of information, (4) the project would result in 
unacceptable impacts to aquatic resources of national importance, and (5) the permit should be 
denied based on significance of impacts and lack of information. 

In the 21 December 2000 letter, EPA requested preparation of an EIS, provided notification that 
the project may result in unacceptable impacts to aquatic resources of national importance, stated 
that more information was needed on off-site alternatives, mining plan alternatives, and 
overburden disposal site alternatives, raised aquatic resource concerns including a request to 
analyze water quality and hydrological impacts, recommended analysis of ecological concerns 
by means of “10 ecological processes,” argued for a broad scope of analysis in the NEPA 
process, requested higher mitigation ratios for enhancement of farmed wetlands, questioned the 
adequacy of the reclamation plan, and recommended permit denial based on lack of sufficient 
environmental analysis, lack of alternatives analysis, the significance of the aquatic and 
ecological impacts, the potential ecological significance of the site, and the lack of adequate 
mitigation.   

In the January 29, 2001 letter, EPA provided notification that the project would result in 
substantial and unacceptable impacts to aquatic resources of national importance.  EPA stated 
that it was particularly concerned about the 3.4 miles of intermittent streams, and their associated 
springs and seeps that would be irreversibly impacted without any proposed mitigation.  EPA 
also reiterated its recommendation for an EIS that would include detailed analysis of on-site and 
off-site alternatives as well as an analysis of the ecological processes within the site.   

In the March 9, 2001 letter, EPA again stated its concern over the USACE decision not to 
undertake an EIS and supplied a list of issues requiring detailed study.  In addition to the issues 
on which the USACE had requested further study (presented at the February 15, 2001 inter-
agency coordination meeting), EPA recommended: 

• Exploring alternatives that utilize other existing Holcim plants throughout the US, 
providing on-site mining plans, and providing information on underground mining 
alternatives. 
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• Conducting a detailed ecological study of the aquatic habitats on site, using the 
“10 ecological processes” methodology, to aid in designing a mitigation and reclamation 
plan. 

• Identifying erosion/runoff impacts to the Mississippi River and flood plain wetlands, as 
well as Isle du Bois Creek, and studying impacts of tree clearing on sediment loading. 

• Evaluating the seeps and springs through more detailed biotic surveys, modeling nutrient 
inputs through the intermittent streams to Isle du Bois Creek, and studying means to 
protect sensitive amphibian and reptile populations. 

• Evaluating indirect, secondary, and cumulative impacts to all waters of the United States. 

• Identifying and avoiding critical habitats, placing buffers around sensitive habitats and all 
wetlands created as part of mitigation, and designing habitat corridors. 

• Modeling impacts of atmospheric deposition of priority air pollutants and nutrients on 
aquatic habitats. 

• Addressing cumulative impacts of effluent discharges, stormwater discharges, and habitat 
impacts from barging on the Mississippi River. 

• Studying the impact of the project on migratory birds. 

• Addressing issues of historical preservation and environmental justice. 

In the November 16, 2001 e-mail, EPA again recommended that the project be analyzed through 
an EIS.  EPA stated that considering the project size and length of permit (100 years), the project 
is a “major” action. EPA further stated that the project meets every aspect of “significance” in 40 
CFR 1508.27. 

In the 19 December 2002 letter, EPA reiterated its belief that an EIS is appropriate, stated that 
current information made available to EPA does not support a finding of no significant impact, 
and transmitted comments on issue-specific report and studies relevant to the project.  EPA 
stated that the process had brought many issues to light and great progress has occurred, but 
there are still issues that need to be resolved before the project is permitted.  

Summary Response:  The EPA’s comments have been addressed.  Under direction of the 
USACE, Holcim followed the principles of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation to ensure 
that the project would not have significant adverse impacts on the quality of the human 
environment.  For example, Holcim originally selected a design that avoided and minimized 
wetland and stream impacts.  Since the public comments were submitted, Holcim has further 
modified the project to avoid North and Hickory Hollows, Isle du Bois Creek, and Isle du Bois 
Creek wetlands.  Along with stormwater controls, these changes eliminate direct impacts to Isle 
du Bois Creek, which was a primary EPA concern.  Holcim’s comprehensive mitigation – 
including the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, the Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy, 
the conservation measures in the BA, and the stormwater controls (sedimentation basins and best 
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management practices) for the quarry, cement plant, and fill area watersheds – as well as the 
approximately 2,200 acre buffer area that would be preserved in its natural state – would further 
ensure that potential adverse direct and indirect impacts are not significant.  Therefore, an EIS 
should not be required based on significance of impacts.      

In addition, under USACE direction Holcim has conducted many additional studies as requested 
by EPA and other commenters.  These studies have addressed EPA’s comments about lack of 
information.  For example, the Supplemental Alternatives Analyses respond to EPA’s request for 
information about off-site alternatives, underground mining, and overburden disposal site 
alternatives.  The Aquatic Resource and Water Quality Characterization Report (and 
Addendum), and the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, address EPA’s request for 
information about direct and indirect impacts to aquatic and ecological resources.  The BA, Bat 
Survey, Vegetation Survey and Community Type Map, Amphibian and Reptile Relocation 
Study, and bird studies (by the World Bird Sanctuary) address EPA’s request for information 
about various species and ecological processes.  All of the studies, plus the Wetland and Stream 
Mitigation Plan and the revised Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy, address EPA’s concerns 
about mitigation and reclamation (including non-jurisdictional upland impacts).   

The additional studies have provided ample information about the project for the USACE EA.  
The USACE has also independently evaluated Holcim’s EA which has been incorporated by 
reference.   

In the context of a specific project to be approved by a federal permit, an EIS is only required 
when the project constitutes a “major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment.”  42 USC 4332(C) (NEPA section 102(C)); 40 CFR 1502.3.  This project 
does not qualify as a “major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human 
environment” because the project: (1) was designed, (2) has been modified, and (3) would be 
implemented to avoid, minimize, and mitigate environmental impacts.  In particular, the 
applicant’s comprehensive mitigation – including wetland and stream mitigation, land 
reclamation, conservation measures, stormwater controls, and large buffer area – is a valid, well-
accepted procedure for ensuring that environmental impacts would not be significant.  See, e.g., 
Audubon Society of Central Arkansas v. Dailey, 977 F.2d 428, 435-36 (8th Cir. 1992) (“An 
agency may certainly base its decision of ‘no significant impact’ on mitigating measures to be 
undertaken by a third party [the applicant].”)   In addition, the USACE will impose mandatory 
permit conditions to ensure mitigation is successfully implemented and environmental impacts 
are not significant. 

The USACE has not taken a narrow review approach on this action.  Our primary scope of 
analysis has focused on the jurisdictional impacts, but we have also thoroughly considered 
indirect, secondary and cumulative impacts for the entire project area, including effects upon 
non-jurisdictional upland features and surrounding areas.   

An EIS is not necessary to gather or analyze all of the information Holcim has developed about 
the project.  Under NEPA, an Environmental Assessment considers the same information and 
environmental impacts that would be considered by an EIS.  40 CFR 1508.9(a)(2), (b) (an 
Environmental Assessment aids an agency’s compliance with NEPA when no EIS is necessary,  
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and shall include brief discussions of the environmental impacts of the proposed action).  In light 
of the additional studies performed by Holcim, the project modifications, and Holcim’s proposed 
mitigation, an EA is the appropriate NEPA process for this project.   

With regard to EPA (and FWS) comments about aquatic resources of national importance 
(ARNI), the USACE understands that these agencies reserved their rights to elevate any ultimate 
disagreement over the project by stating, within 25 days after the end of the comment period, that 
the project would cause unacceptable impacts to ARNI under Clean Water Act Section 404(q) 
procedures.  However, the performance and submittal of Holcim’s completed studies and 
detailed mitigation plan shows there is no basis for:  (1) designating as ARNI any of the project 
site aquatic resources, or (2) concluding there would be any unacceptable impacts to any of the 
project site aquatic resources.   See further discussion in section 12.1.4.2.  

Considering Holcim’s compliance with the principles of avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation, and the additional studies performed by Holcim, EPA’s reasons for recommending 
denial of the permit – e.g., significance of impacts, lack of information, need for an EIS – have 
been addressed.  Among other things, Holcim has also demonstrated that the Lee Island site is 
the only practicable alternative and that the project will comply with EPA’s 404(b)(1) guidelines.  
The USACE further notes that the EPA did not claim the project would violate EPA’s 404(b)(1) 
guidelines.  Balancing the public and private need with the mitigated environmental impacts, the 
project is in the public interest and the permit can be granted pursuant to the EA process. 

The USACE further notes that after EPA’s 19 December 2002 letter, Holcim submitted its 
Response to Comments and EA, and the USACE independently reviewed these documents and 
prepared its own EA.  The USACE believes this additional work adequately addresses the 
concerns raised by EPA in its 19 December 2002 letter, including such requests as an analysis of 
cumulative, secondary, and indirect impacts.  Responses to the comments in EPA’s 19 December 
2002 letter are provided below in various sections as appropriate, [Note: not all of EPA’s           
19 December 2002 comments are included in Part I, but are included here.] 

Detailed Response:  The following sections provide more detailed responses to EPA’s 
comments. 

12.1.1 Requests for Additional Information 

Comment:  EPA made various requests for additional information.  For example, EPA said that 
substantially more information was needed on mining plan alternatives, overburden site disposal 
alternatives, and off-site alternatives.  EPA proposed an investigation to examine the potential 
impacts of the project based upon “10 ecological processes.”  EPA recommended study of initial, 
secondary, and cumulative impacts to waters of the United States, identification of critical 
habitats with buffers placed around them, more study of barging and dredging effects, and study 
of impacts on migratory birds.   

Response:  The USACE requested that Holcim provide most of the additional information 
identified by EPA.  In response, Holcim conducted numerous studies to provide additional 
information for consideration in the permitting process.  A complete list of all studies and  
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analyses performed by Holcim for the project is provided in Appendix B.  The following list 
briefly summarizes some of the studies/plans that have been conducted/prepared since Spring 
2001:           

• Aquatic Resource and Water Quality Characterization Report, with Addendum 
• Vegetation Survey and Community Type Map 
• BA 
• Bat Survey 
• Short-Term Site Assessment and Avian Population Survey  
• Summer Breeding Bird Site Assessment and Avian Population Survey 
• Avian Fall and Winter Site Assessment and Population Survey 
• Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy (revised) 
• Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan 
• Amphibian and Reptile Relocation Study 
• Supplemental Alternatives Analyses   
• Water Resources and Hydrology Report  
• Mercury Air Emissions Report 

These additional studies were analyzed by the USACE in performing our EA.  The additional 
studies and work, culminating in the EA, thoroughly and effectively respond to the comments 
requesting additional information.  The substance of the additional information developed by 
Holcim is discussed in more detail in the context of further responses to specific comments.    

12.1.2 Environmental Impact Statement  

Comment:  EPA stated that the existing environmental analysis is not sufficient for a project of 
this scale, and the project should be systematically analyzed under NEPA.     

Response:  As previously mentioned in this Response to Comments document, the USACE and 
Holcim had differing interpretations on this EPA comment.   In either case, both support 
important information.  

(Holcim Response)  The “existing environmental analysis” referred to is the Companion Report, 
which was voluntarily submitted with the August 8, 2000 permit application.  The Companion 
Report was not required to be submitted with the permit application, but was prepared to better 
inform the relevant agencies and interested public about the project.  The Companion Report was 
designed to provide a description of the project, information about design alternatives that had 
been considered, a characterization of the project site, and preliminary environmental 
information.  Before preparing the Companion Report, Holcim’s consultant – Harding ESE – 
coordinated with the major resource agencies, including EPA, FWS, MDNR, MDC, and the 
USACE.  After obtaining these agencies’ views on the relevant environmental issues for 
investigation, Harding ESE proceeded with fieldwork and other information gathering and 
analysis.  The Companion Report was not intended to be the final environmental study for this 
project, but was rather a means to address the environmental issues initially raised by the 
agencies consulted.  After the Companion Report was submitted, agencies and commenters 
raised additional issues.  Holcim has responded to those additional issues by conducting  
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additional studies under the supervision of the USACE.  Holcim also prepared an EA that 
discussed all required issues in light of all the information developed about the project and the 
site. 

(USACE Response)  The USACE suspects that the existing environmental analysis described in 
the comments refers to the existing EA review process.  The EPA and other comments have 
voiced concern that a “project of this scale” should be evaluated under an EIS.  Many 
commenters, including other federal and state agencies, have labeled the proposed action as “big, 
or large scale” based on the total site acreage, not necessarily on the amount of jurisdictional 
acreage under the USACE’ direct authority/scope of analysis.  In general terms of site acreage, 
the “big/large scale” label may fit the description, but not in more appropriate terms of 
comparing the relatively small acreage of proposed jurisdictional impacts to the overall site 
acreage.  It is outstandingly evident that the USACE successfully required Holcim to undergo the 
permit evaluation procedure’s required sequencing process (avoidance, minimization and 
mitigation) when considering less than 1% of the entire 3,916 acre site would be directly 
impacted in the site’s jurisdictional areas. 

Comment:  EPA said that an EIS should be prepared.   

Response:  In the context of a specific project to be approved by federal permit, an EIS is only 
required when the project constitutes a “major federal action significantly affecting the quality of 
the human environment.”  42 USC 4332(C) (NEPA section 102(C)); 40 CFR 1502.3.  The 
USACE believes that this project does not qualify as a “major federal action significantly 
affecting the quality of the human environment” because the project: (1) was designed, (2) has 
been modified, and (3) would be implemented to avoid, minimize, and mitigate environmental 
impacts.  Holcim’s proposed comprehensive mitigation – including wetland and stream 
mitigation, land reclamation, conservation measures, stormwater controls, and large buffer area – 
is a valid, well-accepted procedure for ensuring that environmental impacts would not be 
significant.  See, e.g., Audubon Society of Central Arkansas v. Dailey, 977 F.2d 428, 435-36 (8th 
Cir. 1992) (“An agency may certainly base its decision of ‘no significant impact’ on mitigating 
measures to be undertaken by a third party [the applicant].”)  In addition, the USACE will 
impose mandatory permit conditions to ensure mitigation is successfully implemented and 
environmental impacts are not significant. In evaluating significance, many commenters, 
including EPA, tend to view or portray the project as impacting the entire quarry area all at once.  
However, in actuality only a portion of the total land area of the quarry will be disturbed at any 
one time.  For example, in the first ten years, only approximately one-half mile of jurisdictional 
intermittent stream (in Raddy Hollow) would be affected.  In addition, after the first 8-10 years, 
impacts to the jurisdictional intermittent streams in the quarry will be mitigated through ongoing 
reclamation and mitigation.  For more details about the incremental development of the quarry, 
and the corresponding reclamation and mitigation, see section 6.5. 

In addition, an EIS is not necessary to gather or analyze all of the information that Holcim has 
developed about the project.  Under NEPA, an Environmental Assessment considers the same 
information and environmental impacts that would be considered by an EIS.  40 CFR 
1508.9(a)(2), (b) (an Environmental Assessment aids an agency’s compliance with NEPA when 
no EIS is necessary, and shall include brief discussions of the environmental impacts of the  
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proposed action).  In light of the additional studies performed by Holcim, the project 
modifications, and Holcim’s proposed mitigation, an Environmental Assessment is the 
appropriate NEPA process for this project.   

Comment:  EPA stated that the project meets every aspect of “significance” in 40 CFR 1508.27, 
which sets forth the criteria for determining significance as used in NEPA.  

Response:  The project does not meet the aspects of significance in 40 CFR 1508.27, especially 
considering the extent to which Holcim has avoided and minimized impacts, and the 
comprehensive mitigation – including wetland and stream mitigation, land reclamation, 
conservation measures, stormwater controls, and large buffer area – that would be an integral 
part of the project.  Mitigation is a valid, well-accepted procedure for ensuring that 
environmental impacts would not be significant.  See, e.g., Audubon Society of Central Arkansas 
v. Dailey, 977 F.2d 428, 435-36 (8th Cir. 1992) (“An agency may certainly base its decision of 
‘no significant impact’ on mitigating measures to be undertaken by a third party [the 
applicant].”)   

A brief review of each of the ten criteria for significance in 40 CFR 1508.27 shows that none 
apply to this project:  

1.  Adverse impacts.  Many impacts have been avoided and minimized.  Before the permit 
application, for example, Holcim selected a small harbor design that minimized wetland impacts.  
After the public notice, Holcim further modified the project to avoid North and Hickory 
Hollows, Isle du Bois Creek, and Isle du Bois Creek wetlands.  Along with stormwater controls, 
these changes eliminate direct adverse impacts to Isle du Bois Creek, which was a primary 
concern of many commenters, including agencies such as EPA.  Holcim’s comprehensive 
mitigation – including the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, the Long-Term Land 
Reclamation Strategy, the conservation measures in the BA, and the stormwater controls 
described in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report – as well as the approximately 2,200 
acre buffer area that would be maintained in its natural state – would further ensure that potential 
direct and indirect adverse impacts are not significant. 

2.  Degree of effect on public health and safety.  No effect on public health and safety has been 
alleged except for the effects of potential air emissions.  However, the project would comply 
with all applicable federal and state air quality and control standards, which are protective of 
human health (including the most sensitive members of the population) and the environment.  
Further, both Holcim and EPA/MDNR modeling results demonstrate that project air emissions 
would not significantly contribute to ozone air quality problems in the St. Louis nonattainment 
area.  See section 6.11 of this Response to Comments. 

3.  Unique characteristics of the geographic area.  There are wetlands on the project site, but 
most of the wetlands that would be impacted by the project have been previously disturbed and 
degraded by farming.  Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan would ensure that impacted 
wetlands are mitigated on an overall basis at a greater than one-to-one ratio, with a total of 
approximately 61 acres of high-quality wetlands being created or restored to replace the 
approximately 14 acres of degraded wetlands that would be taken for the project.  The only other 
aquatic resources that would be affected are the jurisdictional intermittent streams, seeps, and 
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springs in the proposed quarry.  These impacts would be mitigated in accordance with Holcim’s 
mitigation and reclamation plans.  Holcim would also maintain an approximately 2,200 acre 
buffer area in its natural state.  The buffer area contains some large contiguous tracts of land that 
would provide quality habitat for birds and wildlife.     

In addition, it must be recognized that the project site and surrounding area is not pristine, as 
evidenced by the following: 

• The site is located just to the south of AmerenUE’s Rush Island electric power generating 
plant, which serves Ste. Genevieve and Jefferson Counties.  The Rush Island plant 
smokestack is visible from various places on the project site.  Rush Island’s 120-acre 
flyash disposal pond extends to within 200 feet of Isle du Bois Creek and the project site 
boundary.       

• A large limestone quarry – Brickeys Stone – is located about a mile south of the project 
site on the Mississippi River.  This quarry produces more than two million tons of 
limestone per year. 

• An active, frequently used main line of the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) 
Railroad traverses the entire site along the base of the Mississippi River bluffs. 

• Numerous tows consisting of fifteen or more barges traverse this reach of the Mississippi 
River on a daily basis. 

• The site was the location of a now-abandoned limestone quarry from the 1960s to the 
early 1980s.   

• A substantial amount of overburden and tailings from the former quarry was deposited in 
large piles on about 20 acres of Lee Island floodplain at and near the location of the 
proposed harbor.   

• The former quarry also had a USACE-permitted barge fleeting and loading operation on 
the Mississippi River.  The ramp down to the Mississippi River and the road leading to it 
still exist on the property. 

• Another abandoned quarry about 3-4 acres in size was operated in a hollow near the 
eastern boundary of the proposed quarry, just to the west of the railroad tracks about 
midway down Lee Island. 

• There is a large abandoned architectural stone quarry a few hundred yards south of 
Morrison Hollow at the southern end of the project site along the river between the 
railroad tracks and the bluff. 

• There is a small active marble quarry – the Arch Johnston Marble Quarry - directly 
adjacent to the project site on the north side. 
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• A previous landowner constructed an 8-foot high low-water crossing in Isle du Bois 
Creek that effectively dams water upstream behind it and blocks fish passage during parts 
of the year.   

• A previous landowner constructed an access road along the south side of Isle du Bois 
Creek.  Because the access road had no culverts, it blocked the drainage from two of the 
three jurisdictional intermittent streams in the proposed quarry area to Isle du Bois Creek 
(through Raddy Hollow and A Hollow).   

• When Holcim acquired the project site, there were several areas where trash/junk had 
accumulated over the years.  One of those areas was an open garbage dump adjacent to 
Wetland L in Hollow L along Isle du Bois Creek.  Holcim cleaned up these areas, 
including the garbage dump, collecting more than 30 tractor-trailer truckloads of garbage, 
some dilapidated buildings, old cars, and abandoned equipment.     

• The site is traversed by dirt and gravel roads that were constructed and maintained by 
previous landowners along the tops of most of the ridges. 

• The site has been selectively logged in the past by previous landowners (and portions 
would still be logged today by leaseholders if Holcim had not halted or suspended 
logging rights pending a permit decision). 

• For many years, most of the Lee Island floodplain and areas along Isle du Bois Creek 
have been farmed (farming is continuing pending a permit decision). 

4.  Degree to which effects on the environment are likely to be controversial.  The fact that there 
is opposition to a project does not require an EIS.  The “degree of controversy” factor refers to 
instances where a substantial dispute exists as to the environmental impacts of the project rather 
than mere opposition to or controversy over the project itself.  Friends of the Ompompanoosuc v. 
FERC, 968 F.2d 1549, 1557 (2nd Cir. 1992).  Considering the original and additional studies 
conducted by Holcim, there is sufficient information available about the project that there should 
be no substantial dispute about the kind or degree of the potential environmental impacts. 

5.  Degree to which the effects on the human environment are highly uncertain or involve unique 
or unknown risks.  The potential impacts of harbor construction and quarry operations on 
wetlands and upland intermittent streams are well understood, and do not involve uncertain or 
unknown risks.  Holcim would be required to compensate for these impacts through standard 
mitigation, reclamation, and conservation measures and techniques.  Holcim’s air permit would 
ensure the plant complies with all applicable federal and state air quality and control standards, 
which are protective of human health (including the most sensitive members of the population) 
and the environment. 

6.  Degree to which the action may establish a precedent.  The USACE would make an 
individual decision on the project based on whether Holcim’s avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation is sufficient to ensure that environmental impacts would not be significant.  The 
decision would have no precedential value.   
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7.  Whether the action is cumulatively significant.  The avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
for this project would ensure it is not cumulatively significant.  Any cumulative impacts to water 
quality would primarily occur in the Mississippi River, which is a large, turbid system unlikely 
to be significantly impacted by the project, even in combination with the few past, present, or 
reasonably foreseeable projects in the same geographic area that could be considered to have 
similar impacts.  Cumulative impacts to forest cover or wildlife habitat would also not be 
significant.  See full discussion in section 9.0 of this Response to Comments. 

8.  Degree of effect on cultural or historical resources.  There is only one historic or cultural 
resource site that would be directly impacted by the project.  On 2 January 2002, a Memorandum 
of Agreement (MOA) was signed by the USACE, the State Historic Preservation Office, and 
Holcim to ensure data from this site is collected and preserved to compensate for any adverse 
impacts.  See also section 6.12 of this Response to Comments. 

9.  Degree of effect on endangered or threatened species or habitat.  In consultation with the 
FWS and the USACE, Holcim performed a BA and developed conservation measures, which, 
along with Holcim’s proposed mitigation and reclamation, would ensure that endangered species 
found at the project site and their habitat would not be adversely affected by this project.  By 
letters dated 8 May 2002 and 29 July 2002, FWS concurred that the project would either not 
affect or is not likely to adversely affect the gray bat, bald eagle, least tern, peregrine falcon, and 
Hine’s emerald dragonfly.  FWS also concurred that construction and operation of the harbor is 
not likely to adversely affect the pallid sturgeon.  Ultimately, the FWS provided a Final 
Biological Opinion on 23 April 2003, concluding the action would not jeopardize the continued 
existence of the Indiana bat or its critical habitat, authorizing the incidental take of Indiana bat 
habitat in acres per year, and requiring reasonable and prudent measures including 
implementation of the conservation measures proposed by Holcim in its BA.  The Department of 
the Army permit would include the terms and conditions, including conservation measures, 
required by FWS as part of the Biological Opinion.  For a more thorough description of the 
numerous efforts, studies, and actions associated with the endangered and threatened species 
analyses, see the referenced materials and summary provided in Holcim’s EA, Section 6.2. 

10.  Whether the action threatens a violation of law protecting the environment.  The project 
would be constructed and operated in compliance with all applicable permit conditions, 
environmental laws, and regulations.   

Comment:  EPA contended that the federal control and responsibility over the project is so 
extensive that the USACE is required to conduct an EIS for the entire project.  In its                  
19 December 2002 letter, EPA provided the following comment relating to the USACE’s scope 
of analysis:  Volume 1 Issue 1 of the Aquatic Resource News, (a Regulatory Newsletter 
published by Corps Headquarters) outlined several recent approaches in the scope of analysis.  
Holcim has stated that the site will not be acceptable without a supporting harbor on the 
Mississippi.  The project would not be located at this site without a permit for the harbor.  The 
need for a federal permit triggers CWA 404 and NEPA.  As a federal action being examined 
under NEPA, all direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts must be evaluated (i.e., the removal of 
upland habitat, air quality impacts of the facility, harbor operations…) {40 CFR 1502.16(a)&(b) 
and CWA 404(b)(1) guidelines}.  The decision to grant a permit effectively enables the entire 
activity, and extends Federal responsibility to the private enterprise. 
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Response:  EPA has previously commented on several occasions that direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts must be evaluated as part of the NEPA process.  The USACE’s EA includes 
analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts for the entire project.   

The degree of federal control and responsibility over a project is relevant to the USACE “scope 
of analysis” under NEPA, but does not determine whether an EIS or an Environmental 
Assessment is required.  See 33 CFR Part 325, Appendix B.7.b.  An EIS is not required to 
evaluate an “entire project” under NEPA, unless a project constitutes “a major federal action 
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.”  (See discussion above regarding 
why an EIS is not required).  Based on the previous discussion in this document, the USACE 
does not consider the Holcim proposal to be  “a major federal action significantly affecting the 
quality of the human environment.”    

The USACE’ permitting jurisdiction, and the appropriate scope of analysis under NEPA, are 
determined in accordance with USACE and NEPA regulations.  Generally, the USACE’ 
permitting jurisdiction is limited to activities that impact navigable waters or waters of the 
United States (jurisdictional waters).  The primary project components that would impact 
jurisdictional waters are the harbor, in-river fleeting area, and the quarry (but only to the extent 
that quarry activity would actually impact jurisdictional intermittent streams, seeps, or springs).   

When the public notice was issued, the cement plant project component required a USACE 
permit because construction would have involved filling some wetlands.  However, as part of the 
project modifications, Holcim moved the cement plant footprint and associated railroad spur 
further to the south to avoid all Isle du Bois Creek wetlands.  In addition, on September 19, 2002, 
the USACE issued an approved Jurisdictional Determination finding that 0.2 acres of small 
isolated wetlands that would have been impacted by the cement plant did not qualify as 
jurisdictional wetlands in light of the U.S. Supreme Court’s recent decision, Solid Waste Agency 
of Northern Cook County v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (SWANCC), 121 S.Ct. 675 (2001).  
Based on these changes, the construction of the cement plant no longer requires a permit from 
the USACE. 

Under 33 CFR Part 325, Appendix B, the USACE’ scope of analysis under NEPA may extend 
beyond the USACE’ permitting jurisdiction to other portions of a project when the USACE has 
sufficient control and responsibility over them to warrant federal review.  However, the USACE 
does not have control and responsibility over the cement plant project component or that portion 
of the quarry that would not impact jurisdictional waters.  In addition, the USACE would not 
have ongoing program control and responsibility for the operation of the cement plant and the 
quarry.  For example, the USACE would not regulate such matters as the daily operational air 
emissions from the cement plant or the daily operation of the quarry.   

Moreover, the cement plant and quarry project components are undergoing extensive 
environmental review by the appropriate Missouri state government regulatory programs.  The 
potential air emissions from the cement plant are being carefully analyzed as part of MDNR’s air 
permitting program, and the MDNR land reclamation program is likewise evaluating the 
proposed quarry.  Both of these permit reviews involve considerable opportunities for public 
participation, as well as detailed environmental analysis.  Upon issuance of these permits, these  
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MDNR programs will assume the regulatory responsibility for these project components.  The 
state’s important role in air and land reclamation permitting indicates that the federal 
involvement in this project may not be so extensive as to “federalize” the entire action.       

Therefore, the USACE is not necessarily required to consider the “entire project” under NEPA. 
Nevertheless, the USACE EA and this Response to Comments address the environmental 
impacts of the entire project.   

Comment:  EPA stated that an EIS is required so the USACE can evaluate the indirect, 
secondary, and cumulative impacts from the project.   

Response:  The USACE EA and the Holcim EA (incorporated by reference) have included 
considerable analysis of indirect, secondary, and cumulative impacts under the current EA 
review.  See also section 9.0 of this Response to Comments. 

12.1.3 Alternatives Analysis 

12.1.3.1 Alternative Project Sites 

Comment:  EPA requested that Holcim provide additional “off-site” alternatives analysis.  EPA 
recommended that Holcim explore alternatives that would utilize other existing plants 
throughout the United States, such as the Clarksville, Missouri plant, and the “proposed 
Colorado facility.”   

Response:  The Companion Report was not intended to be the complete NEPA analysis for the 
project and did not attempt to include the full analysis of alternative locations for the project.  In 
response to comments, the USACE requested that Holcim provide off-site alternatives analysis.  
Holcim’s analysis of alternative project locations has been submitted, reviewed and incorporated 
in the USACE EA.  See section 2.0 of the Supplemental Alternatives Analyses, including the 
section 2.8 information that was submitted as proprietary but has been released by the USACE. 

In brief, section 2.0 of the Supplemental Alternatives Analyses provides and explains the 
project’s overall purpose and basic purposes and needs, and discusses the following alternatives: 
(1) no action, (2) expanding the Clarksville plant, (3) expanding other Holcim plants, 
(4) constructing a new plant at a different location, (5) constructing a smaller cement plant, and 
(6) the proposed project.   

The overall purpose of the project is to construct a four million metric ton per year portland 
cement plant, including a limestone quarry, harbor, and barge fleeting area, at a central location 
on the Mississippi River.  A plant of this size at a central location on the Mississippi River is 
necessary to produce sufficient cement to serve current and future demand for this key 
construction material, and to maintain Holcim’s competitive position in the “River market.”  The 
River market consists of those parts of the United States accessible by navigation on the 
Mississippi River system. 

The basic project purposes – which include requirements for central, strategic river access below 
any locks and dams on the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers, and a large tract of land with sufficient 
quantity and quality of limestone – further restrict the relevant geographic area for the project to 
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the Mississippi River between St. Louis and Scott City, Missouri.  Within that target geographic 
area, Holcim considered several alternative sites.  However, many sites were already owned by 
competitors of Holcim and therefore were not available.  Other sites were disqualified for one or 
more reasons including:  insufficient limestone reserves, insufficient contiguous land area, too 
many small landowners, land not available for purchase, lack of access to road transportation, no 
area for a harbor, excessive flood plain width limiting conveyor transport, low site 
elevations/higher flooding potential, and/or navigation and safety hazards. 

Holcim also considered expanding one or more of its existing U.S. plants, but determined that 
was not possible.  First, except for the Clarksville plant, Holcim’s other U.S. plants are not 
located in the required general geographic area, and, therefore, would not meet the overall 
project purpose of a central location on the Mississippi River, as discussed above.  Second, 
several plants which are in or near the River market area, but are not located on navigable 
waterways in the River market – such as the Mason City, Iowa; Artesia, Mississippi; and 
Dundee, Michigan plants – would not meet one of the basic project purposes, which is river 
access.  Furthermore, none of these plants has sufficient limestone reserves to supply a four 
million metric ton per year plant for the 100+ year life of the project.  Holcim’s Theodore, 
Alabama plant is in the River market on a navigable waterway, but is not in a central, strategic 
location and does not have sufficient limestone reserves. 

Holcim considered expanding its Clarksville, Missouri plant, but this alternative would also not 
meet project purposes.  As stated, one of the fundamental purposes of the project is to be located 
below any locks and dams on the Mississippi or Ohio Rivers, to minimize the business risk from 
river closures due to maintenance, weather, accident, or disaster.  The Clarksville plant is above 
four locks and dams on the Mississippi River.  In addition, expanding the Clarksville plant would 
require expanding the harbor, which is not possible due to land acquisition and environmental 
constraints.  Directly to the north of the existing harbor at Clarksville are wetlands owned by the 
USACE and managed as a conservation area.  The area directly to the south of the existing 
harbor is also wetlands and property of the USACE.  A state highway and a railroad line limit the 
area to the west of the existing harbor, with a rail spur serving the plant.  The area to the east of 
the existing harbor is the Mississippi River.  Other reasons why the Clarksville plant could not be 
expanded are provided in the Supplemental Alternatives Analyses. 

Other Holcim plants in the U.S., such as the Portland, Colorado facility,12 were not considered 
for expansion.  These plants are not viable alternatives because they are located a great distance 
from the River market with no access to water transportation, and, therefore, could not meet 
project purposes.   

Holcim also considered the no action alternative, as well as constructing a smaller plant, but 
determined these alternatives would not meet the overall and basic project purposes and needs.  
Only the preferred alternative would meet the overall and basic project purposes and needs. 

 

 
                                                 
12  It is assumed that EPA’s comment regarding the “proposed Colorado facility” refers to Holcim’s new Portland, 
Colorado facility. 



 

 
122 

 

Comment:  In its 19 December 2002 letter, EPA stated that: We have completed our review of 
the ‘Supplemental Alternatives Analyses for the proposed Holcim (US) Inc. Lee Island Project.’  
The project purpose and need are narrowly defined as construction of a 4 MMT per year portland 
cement plant facility, including a limestone quarry, harbor and barge fleeting area at a central 
location on the Mississippi River.  The placement of fill material for the stated purpose is not 
considered a water dependent activity as defined by the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines.  
Accordingly, it is presumed there are practicable alternatives to the proposed project that are less 
damaging to the aquatic ecosystem.  The appropriate level of analysis required for evaluating 
compliance with the Guidelines, specifically part 230.10(a), should be commensurate with the 
severity of the environmental impact and the scope/cost of the project.  The opportunities for use 
of non-aquatic areas and other aquatic sites that would result in less adverse impact on the 
aquatic environment must be adequately evaluated. 

Response:  The USACE disagrees that the project purpose and need are narrowly defined.  
Holcim provided excellent reasons why it needs a cement plant of the size indicated with river 
access to serve the “[Mississippi] River market,” and why the target geographic area – “a central 
location on the Mississippi River” – was selected.  The target geographic area was not unduly 
restrictive, see Northwest Environmental Defense Center v. Wood, 947 F.Supp. 1371, 1377 (D. 
Ore. 1996) (administrative record contained substantial evidence demonstrating legitimacy of 
company’s reasons for choosing to construct its project in certain area), and provided several 
alternative site locations for consideration.  See also Holcim’s Response to Comments, pp. 27-
29. 

The USACE also disagrees with the statement that “the placement of fill material for the stated 
purpose is not considered a water dependent activity as defined by the Section 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines.”  See the water dependency analysis in Section 5.2, and is repeated here:     

The project is clearly water dependent and there are no practicable alternatives.  The project is 
water dependent because its purpose includes obtaining river access (80 percent of the product 
will be shipped by barge), which requires constructing a harbor on the Mississippi River.  The 
commenters who argue the project is not water dependent are focusing only on the cement kiln 
and quarry, but the harbor is a basic element of the project that cannot be excluded.   

Under 40 CFR 230.10(a)(3), an activity associated with a discharge which is proposed for a 
special aquatic site (in this case, wetlands) is water dependent when it requires access or 
proximity to or siting within the special aquatic site in question to fulfill its basic purpose.  The 
primary project activity occurring in wetlands will be the construction of the proposed harbor. 
There can be no doubt that the harbor must be sited on the Lee Island floodplain to fulfill its 
basic purpose of providing access to and shelter from the Mississippi River.  Therefore, the 
harbor is water-dependent.  Any harbor on the Lee Island floodplain would also necessarily have 
to be sited within some wetlands; the small harbor alternative selected by Holcim minimizes the 
amount of wetlands impacted.   

All of the elements of the project that are integral to the project purpose must be considered in 
the water dependency analysis.  National Wildlife Federation v. Whistler, 27 F.3d 1341 (8th Cir. 
1994); Sylvester v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 882 F.2d 407 (9th Cir. 1989).  Because the 
harbor is integral to the project and the harbor is water dependent, the entire project is water 
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dependent.  While a cement kiln or a quarry do not in themselves require access to water or 
siting in wetlands, the overall project purpose is the controlling factor.  In this case, the overall 
project purpose includes obtaining river access, which necessarily requires a harbor on the river.   

Obviously, the in-river barge fleeting area is also water dependent.  However, the Mississippi 
River itself is not considered a special aquatic site as defined in 40 CFR Part 230 Subpart E.   

Because the project is water dependent, there is no presumption that practicable alternatives are 
available.  However, there must still be a determination whether there are practicable alternatives 
with less adverse impact.  Practicable alternatives would include areas not presently owned by 
Holcim, which could reasonably be obtained, taking into account cost, technology, and logistics 
in light of overall project purposes.  Holcim has documented its analysis of practicable 
alternatives in section 2.0 of the Supplemental Alternatives Analyses.   

In brief, there are no practicable alternatives to the project in the target geographic area defined 
by the project purposes, which is the Mississippi River between St. Louis and Scott City, 
Missouri.  Many sites in this target area could not be reasonably obtained by Holcim because 
they were already owned by competitors of Holcim and, therefore, not available.  Other sites 
were disqualified because they did not meet project purposes for one or more reasons including: 
insufficient limestone reserves, insufficient contiguous land area, too many small landowners, 
land not available for purchase, lack of access to road transportation, no area for a harbor, and/or 
navigation and safety hazards.   

In addition, at the prospective sites where a harbor and quarry might have been feasible if the 
project purposes could otherwise have been met, the wetland and stream impacts would likely 
have been similar to or greater than those at the project site.  This conclusion is logical because 
any harbor in the Mississippi River floodplain would likely impact some wetlands, and any 
quarry in the upland limestone formations typical in this area would likely impact streams or 
other waters.   

In summary, Holcim has adequately demonstrated in section 2.0 of the Supplemental 
Alternatives Analyses that the project is water dependent, and there are no practicable 
alternatives available to Holcim with less environmental impact. 

12.1.3.2 Underground Mining 

Comment:  EPA requested that Holcim consider underground mining, particularly in areas near 
sensitive aquatic habitat.   

Response:  At the USACE’ request based on EPA’s comment, Holcim re-evaluated the 
alternative of underground mining, as discussed in section 3.2 of the Supplemental Alternatives 
Analyses.  However, the re-evaluation confirmed that a structurally sound underground mine is 
not technically possible at the project site.  First, there is insufficient supportable roof rock 
available to conduct underground mining.  Second, the topographic relief at the site is several 
hundred feet between the ridge tops and the intervening valley bottoms.  Therefore, an 
underground mine would be exposed to the surface at each valley.   
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Mining into the limestone bluffs along the Mississippi River is not a viable option.  Except for a 
small section at the northern end that must be removed in order to construct all of the cement 
plant facilities, the bluffs would be preserved intact as part of the buffer area.  Maintaining the 
bluffs would preserve trees for use by bald eagles and other bird species as requested by the 
World Bird Sanctuary and FWS, provide containment for the quarry, and preserve much of the 
scenic quality of the view from the river. 

As part of Holcim’s application for an MDNR land reclamation permit, Holcim has submitted a 
proposed mine plan and Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy for areas that would be impacted 
by the quarry.  The MDNR Land Reclamation Program would have to approve an appropriate 
mine plan for the site, and would conduct ongoing regulatory oversight of quarry and 
reclamation activities.  Holcim’s determination that underground mining is not feasible was 
supported at the land reclamation hearing by the expert testimony of the Dean of the School of 
Mines at the University of Missouri-Rolla. 

Comment:  EPA stated that on site mining plans should include information on stripping ratios 
and alternatives that include varying mining depths with an associated economic analysis.   

Response:  Holcim evaluated the content and quality of the on-site mineral resources through an 
exploration drilling program.  The information gathered from the exploration program was used 
in a mine planning software package to develop several quarry scenarios.  The mine planning 
software optimizes the utilization of the mineral resources and minimizes costs.  It should be 
noted that quarry planning is an ongoing process.  Detailed mine planning on a year-to-year basis 
has not been developed.   

Using the software, Holcim developed 25-year, 50-year, 75-year, and 100-year mine plans. 
Based on these plans, the strip ratios (metric tons of useable limestone to metric tons of unusable 
rock) are 3.7 to 1 for the 25-year plan, 5 to 1 for the 50-year plan, 7 to 1 for the 75-year plan, and 
6 to 1 for the 100-year plan.  These ratios vary depending on the location of mining within the 
quarry area during a given time period.  For example, the ratio is lower for the 25-year and 50-
year plans because a higher percentage of overburden is located in these areas.   

Due to the location of the mineral resources within the stratigraphic layers of the proposed 
quarry, it would be necessary to quarry the entire stratigraphic column to obtain the quality and 
quantity of rock necessary for cement production; however, depths would vary over the years as 
mining progresses because the layers dip from west to east.     

Costs have been analyzed and optimized based on best mining practices for quarries of similar 
size.  The costs utilized in optimizing the mine plans are an average cost based on today’s value 
of money.  The average costs utilized are costs that would be incurred regardless of depth in the 
quarry.  The cost of quarrying cannot be compared to the cost of underground mining because 
underground mining is not possible at this site, as discussed above. 

12.1.3.3 Avoid Wolf Hollow 

Comment:  EPA requested analysis to avoid Wolf Hollow, stating that Wolf Hollow has been 
identified as a sensitive area.  EPA questioned whether it would be possible to mine in another 
area in the buffer.   
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Response:  In response, Holcim studied the possibility of avoiding Wolf Hollow.  Avoiding Wolf 
Hollow would also prevent Holcim from quarrying Longs Hollow, which is south of Wolf 
Hollow and could not be reached except through Wolf Hollow.  The results are presented in 
section 3.2 of the Supplemental Alternatives Analyses.  In brief, it is not possible to avoid Wolf 
and Longs Hollows because the limestone reserves located in these areas are critical to the 
economic viability of the project.   

Quarrying in the buffer area is not a practicable option for avoiding Wolf Hollow.  The limestone 
reserves are too thin in the buffer area to the west.  It would not be possible to operate a 
continuous, efficient quarry with a separate quarry area in the buffer.  Although there are 
limestone reserves in North and Hickory Hollows, Holcim has committed to avoid those areas, as 
requested by the USACE and some commenters.  Quarrying in North and Hickory Hollows 
would require significant infrastructure for crossing Isle du Bois Creek with associated impacts 
to wetlands.  In addition, the World Bird Sanctuary found that Hickory Hollow is one of the 
more important bird habitats on the project site. 

It should be noted that Wolf Hollow is similar to the other hollows on the site, although it is the 
largest one.  As with the other hollows, Wolf Hollow has been selectively logged and hunted in 
the past.  It does not contain any federal or state listed species.  Wolf Hollow would not be 
impacted by the quarry for approximately 50-60 years, and would remain part of the contiguous 
undisturbed area until then.  As quarrying proceeds, Wolf Hollow would be reclaimed in 
accordance with Holcim’s Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy. 

12.1.3.4 Alternative Sites for Overburden Disposal 

Comment:  EPA requested alternatives for the overburden and harbor excavation material 
disposal sites, which would have impacts on North Hollow and Hickory Hollow.   

Response:  Holcim has committed to avoid North and Hickory Hollows by modifying the project 
so that overburden and harbor excavation material would be disposed of within the limits of the 
proposed quarry.  By letters to the USACE dated 8 May 2001 and 29 June 2001, Holcim 
withdrew North and Hickory Hollows from its permit application.  For further details, see section 
4.0 of the Supplemental Alternatives Analyses, and section 1.3.1 of this Response to Comments. 

12.1.4 Potential Environmental Impacts 

12.1.4.1 Water Pollution, Water Quality Standards, and Water Quality Certification 

Comment:  EPA stated its concerns about significant degradation of waters of the United States, 
particularly with regard to aquatic diversity, productivity, and stability.  (1) 

Response:  On 13 November 2002, MDNR issued a water quality certification for the project, 
with conditions to ensure the project would comply with Missouri water quality standards.  
Potential USACE authorization would also incorporate the MDNR’s Section 401 conditions and 
impose additional conditions to ensure water quality is protected. 

Holcim’s studies show that the project would not:  (1) violate Missouri water quality standards, 
(2) cause water pollution, (3) degrade water quality, (4) impair any beneficial uses of waters of 
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the state, (5) cause exceedance of the general or numeric water quality criteria for any waters of 
the state, or (6) adversely affect aquatic species.  The main reasons why the project would not 
have adverse water quality impacts include:    

• There would be no discharge of industrial wastewater from the cement manufacturing 
process to the Mississippi River or Isle du Bois Creek because water used in the cement 
manufacturing process would be recycled.     

• All raw materials and fuel used in the manufacture of cement would be stored under 
cover, preventing contact with stormwater and eliminating the possibility of impacting 
groundwater. 

• At year 10 of quarry development, which is the maximum impact scenario as explained 
in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, the project would impact less than three 
percent of the total land area of the Isle du Bois Creek watershed.  Over the life of the 
project, less than five percent of the total land area of the Isle du Bois Creek watershed 
would be impacted.  As demonstrated in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, the 
project would not have any significant stormwater run-off, sediment, or nutrient impacts 
on the Isle du Bois Creek watershed.     

• The project would not cause significant siltation or sedimentation.  The stormwater from 
the cement plant, quarry, and fill areas would be controlled by MDNR-permitted 
sedimentation basins and best management practices to prevent any excess sediment from 
reaching Isle du Bois Creek or the Mississippi River.  In fact, due to an increase in 
impervious surfaces and the efficiency of the sedimentation basins, there would actually 
be minor decreases in the amount of sediment in the stormwater run-off from the project 
site.     

• Any increased or decreased nutrient levels in stormwater run-off would be insignificant 
when compared to the existing nutrient loadings of Isle du Bois Creek and the Mississippi 
River.   

• The influence of Mississippi River seasonal flooding on the lower and middle sections of 
Isle du Bois Creek (e.g., deposition of sediment) far exceeds any water quality changes 
that would be attributable to the project. 

• The project has been modified so that there would be no direct adverse impacts to Isle du 
Bois Creek or its wetlands.13  In fact, the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor would be 
enhanced as described in the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan. 

                                                 
13   In fact, due to Holcim’s project modifications to avoid Isle du Bois Creek wetlands and the USACE’ September 
19, 2002 approved Jurisdictional Determination, the cement plant is no longer part of the project or activity 
requiring a USACE permit or MDNR water quality certification because construction of the cement plant would not 
involve the discharge of dredged or fill material.  Nevertheless, potential water quality impacts from the cement 
plant have been considered.     
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• Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan and Long-Term Land Reclamation 
Strategy would ensure adequate mitigation of any adverse impacts to jurisdictional 
wetlands and intermittent streams.  Among other things, Holcim would create or restore a 
total of approximately 61 acres of high-quality wetlands on the project site to replace the 
approximately 14 acres of mostly farmed wetlands that would be impacted by the project.     

Several studies conducted by Holcim directly support these conclusions.  In addition to the 
fieldwork conducted for the Companion Report, Holcim performed water quality sampling for 
Isle du Bois Creek, aquatic resource sampling and characterization for Isle du Bois Creek and 
upland aquatic habitat, stormwater modeling for project watersheds that would contribute to Isle 
du Bois Creek, and hydrology analysis for the site.  See the Aquatic Resource and Water Quality 
Characterization Report (including the Addendum), and the Water Resources and Hydrology 
Report. 

12.1.4.2 Characterization of Aquatic Resources 

Comment:  EPA (and FWS) stated that this project would result in unacceptable impacts to 
aquatic resources of national importance (ARNI).  EPA stated that it was “particularly concerned 
with the 3.4 miles of tributaries on the site, and their associated springs and seeps, that would be 
irreversibly impacted without any proposed mitigation.”  (1, 2, 8, 17, 19, 22, 27) 

Response:  The project would not result in unacceptable impacts to “aquatic resources of national 
importance.”  It is the USACE opinion that there are no aquatic resources that would be 
impacted at the project site which qualify as “aquatic resources of national importance.”  
However, even if some of the aquatic resources that would be impacted at the project site were to 
be considered “aquatic resources of national importance,” there would not be unacceptable 
impacts to those aquatic resources, especially considering Holcim’s mitigation. 

The term “aquatic resources of national importance” is not a defined term.  The term does not 
appear in agency regulations, but only in Memoranda of Agreement (MOAs) under Clean Water 
Act Section 404(q) that set out procedures for EPA or FWS to follow if they wish to preserve 
their right to elevate a USACE permit decision.  The term is not defined in the MOAs, except for 
the following: 

The elevation of specific individual permit cases would be limited 
to those cases that involve aquatic resources of national 
importance. . . . More specifically, the elevation of individual 
permit cases should be limited to those cases where the net loss 
(i.e., after considering mitigation) from the project (i.e., within the 
scope of impacts being evaluated by the USACE), would result in 
unacceptable adverse effects to aquatic resources of national 
importance.  As a basis for comparison, these cases would cause 
resource damages similar in magnitude to cases evaluated under 
Section 404(c) of the Clean Water Act. 
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Clean Water Act Section 404(q) Memorandum of Agreement Between the Environmental 
Protection Agency and the Department of the Army, 11 August 1992, at 5.   
 
Under Clean Water Act Section 404(c), a project can be vetoed only to prohibit the specification 
of a disposal site for dredged or fill material when there would be an impact on an aquatic or 
wetland ecosystem which is likely to result in significant degradation of municipal water 
supplies or significant loss of or damage to fisheries, shellfishing, wildlife habitat, or recreation 
areas.  However, Holcim’s project, including mitigation, would not cause an impact on an 
aquatic or wetland ecosystem which is likely to result in significant degradation of municipal 
water supplies or significant loss of or damage to fisheries, shellfishing, wildlife habitat, or 
recreation areas.  Therefore, there are no “aquatic resources of national importance” at the 
project site.   
 
The “aquatic resources” that would be impacted by the project consist mainly of disturbed 
wetlands and intermittent upland streams.  There is no valid technical basis for designating any 
of these features as being “aquatic resources of national importance.”  For example, most of the 
14 acres of wetlands that would be impacted have been previously farmed, and therefore have a 
lesser functional value compared to undisturbed wetlands.  In addition, the wetlands that would 
be taken for the proposed harbor are located next to large tailings piles left by the former quarry 
operator.  The intermittent streams in the uplands generally contain water only in response to 
rainfall, except in the immediate vicinity of a limited number of springs and seeps that all have 
low flow rates.  None of the intermittent streams supports fish communities, and no federal or 
state listed species have been found in these areas.  
 
To the USACE’s knowledge, the EPA and FWS have not classified similar disturbed farmed and 
drainage ditch wetlands and intermittent streams at other project sites in the Missouri area as 
being “aquatic resources of national importance.”  The EPA and FWS have never designated 
ARNI’s on other previously coordinated USACE St. Louis District permits that involved larger 
acreage impacts and significantly higher quality waters of the US.   
 
As stated, Isle du Bois Creek would not be adversely impacted by the project.  In fact, the Isle du 
Bois Creek riparian corridor would be enhanced.  However, for the record, Isle du Bois Creek is 
not an “aquatic resource of national importance.”  Isle du Bois Creek is a typical Ozark area 
Mississippi River tributary stream, is bordered by many farmed fields, and is seasonally 
influenced by backwater flooding from the Mississippi River.  In addition, a previous landowner 
constructed an 8-foot high low-water crossing in Isle du Bois Creek that effectively dams water 
and blocks fish passage during parts of the year.  Also, another previous landowner constructed 
an access road along the south side of Isle du Bois Creek, which did not have culverts and 
therefore blocked the drainage from two of the three jurisdictional intermittent streams in the 
proposed quarry area to Isle du Bois Creek (through Raddy Hollow and A Hollow).   

Furthermore, Missouri considers Isle du Bois Creek to be part of a moderately degraded 
watershed system that is on a long-term restoration schedule.  As part of the Clean Water Action 
Plan in 1998, all states were required to develop Unified Watershed Assessments (UWA).  
Missouri published its UWA at www.cares.missouri.edu/mowiap, establishing a prioritized 
ranking for watershed restoration.  The UWA lists “Mississippi River tributaries – St. Louis to 
Ste. Genevieve” as a Category I, priority 30 “watershed.”  Category I means this watershed area 
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does not have pristine water quality or sensitive aquatic systems, and is characterized by 
degraded aquatic systems with moderate biological impairment.  This watershed area also has a 
high cropland erosion index.  Missouri UWA, Appendix I, at 11 and Appendix IV, at 24.  Isle du 
Bois Creek is not specifically listed, but to the extent Isle du Bois Creek is considered part of the 
“Mississippi River tributaries – St. Louis to Ste. Genevieve” watershed, it would appear that Isle 
du Bois Creek is not an “aquatic resource of national importance” due to its already degraded 
condition.     

Even if some of the aquatic resources at the project site were designated as “aquatic resources of 
national importance,” the project would not cause unacceptable impacts to them.  First, Holcim 
is fully protecting Isle du Bois Creek and its wetlands.  Holcim modified the project to avoid 
direct impacts to Isle du Bois Creek and its wetlands by withdrawing from the permit application 
North and Hickory Hollows, the crossings of Isle du Bois Creek, and all impacts to Isle du Bois 
Creek wetlands.  Holcim then studied potential indirect impacts on Isle du Bois Creek, such as 
excessive sediment and nutrients in stormwater run-off, and developed controls to prevent such 
impacts, as reflected in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report.    

Second, Holcim would create and restore a total of approximately 61 acres of wetlands to replace 
the approximately 14 acres of mostly disturbed (previously farmed) wetlands that would be 
impacted by the project.  This mitigation, which would include the creation of a high-quality 
contiguous wetland complex on southern Lee Island and restoration of farmed wetlands along 
Isle du Bois Creek, would ensure there are no unacceptable impacts to wetlands on the project 
site.   

Third, impacts to upland aquatic resources would be phased and mitigated.  The upland aquatic 
resources in the proposed quarry would not be impacted at one time, but rather over a period of 
100+ years.  For example, the first areas in Wolf Hollow would not be reached for approximately 
50-60 years.  Throughout the life of the quarry, no more than approximately 200 acres of forest, 
and the corresponding aquatic resources, would be actively quarried at any one time.   

After 8-10 years of quarry operation, areas that have been quarried, including any jurisdictional 
intermittent streams, would be reclaimed in accordance with Holcim’s Long-Term Land 
Reclamation Strategy and Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan.  Holcim would be required to 
reconstruct the existing rugged upland topography, at a lower elevation, and replace the 
jurisdictional intermittent stream systems, to the extent practical, using fluvial geomorphology 
and state-of-the-art methods and practices.  Reclaimed areas would be seeded and planted with 
native vegetation species that would re-establish the forest and provide a range of wildlife 
habitats.  Small ponds would be created to provide additional upland aquatic habitat.  A lake with 
vegetated fringes would cover approximately the eastern one-third of the quarry.  In addition, 
even before quarry operations begin, Holcim would be required to begin stream mitigation by 
enhancing the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor and restoring the Lee Island slough.   

As a result of the significant project modifications, the considerable additional studies and data 
gathered and analyzed, Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan and Long-Term Land 
Reclamation Strategy, and the State’s water quality certification, EPA (and FWS) concerns about 
impacts to aquatic resources should be satisfactorily addressed. 
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12.1.4.3 Intermittent Streams 

Comment:  EPA stated concerns about impacts to intermittent “headwater” or “tributary” 
streams, seeps, and springs in the uplands area within the quarry.  EPA said that these areas 
support aquatic life which may be adversely impacted, such as salamanders, amphibians, aquatic 
gastropods, amphipods, flatworms, small fish, liverworts, mosses and reptiles.  EPA commented 
that the headwater streams should be assessed, including consulting the natural heritage database.  

Response:  Holcim adequately assessed the jurisdictional intermittent streams in the uplands 
area, within the proposed quarry.  Holcim’s mining plan would reduce impacts to jurisdictional 
intermittent streams and Holcim’s reclamation/mitigation plan would compensate for any 
impacts that do occur. 

In response to comments, Holcim performed additional studies in Spring, Summer, and Fall 2001 
to further characterize the upland aquatic resources and habitat at the site.  Seven springs and 
seeps were sampled for macroinvertebrates and other aquatic biota (salamanders, frogs, etc.)  
Three of these habitats (referred to as sampling stations) were also sampled for water quality.  
See the Aquatic Resource and Water Quality Characterization Report (including the Addendum).  
This work more particularly characterized the types of salamanders and other species present in 
the upland aquatic resources, and confirmed there are no fish communities present.  Holcim also 
performed an Amphibian and Reptile Relocation Study, which addresses the feasibility of 
relocating certain species, such as the salamanders.   

Impacts to upland aquatic resources and habitat would be phased and mitigated.  It is important 
to note that the aquatic resources in the proposed quarry would not be impacted all at once, but 
rather over a period of 100+ years.  For example, the first areas in Wolf Hollow, including the 
intermittent stream in that hollow, would not be reached for approximately 50-60 years.  
Throughout the life of the quarry, no more than approximately 200 acres of forest, and the 
corresponding aquatic resources, would be actively quarried at any one time.   

After 8-10 years of quarry operation, areas that have been quarried, including any jurisdictional 
intermittent streams, would be reclaimed in accordance with Holcim’s Long-Term Land 
Reclamation Strategy and Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan.  Holcim would re-create the 
jurisdictional intermittent stream systems, to the extent practical, on a one-to-one basis, using the 
baseline information from Holcim’s studies and state-of-the-art techniques.  In addition, even 
before quarry operations begin, Holcim would be required to initiate stream mitigation by 
enhancing the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor and restoring the Lee Island slough.  
 
Impacts to upland aquatic resources would be further mitigated by creation of small ponds along 
the ridges and a lake in the eastern one-third of the quarry.  The lake would provide excellent 
open water and emergent aquatic habitat, adding more value to the compensatory mitigation that 
Holcim has proposed for wetland and stream impacts.  The shallower areas near the western 
shoreline and the vegetated fringes would be particularly attractive to migratory birds, fish, and 
other wildlife. 
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As a result of the phased quarry plan, impacts to jurisdictional intermittent streams and upland 
aquatic resources would be gradual over the life of the quarry.  As a result of ongoing 
reclamation behind the slowly advancing quarry, impacts to the upland aquatic resources and 
habitat would be fully mitigated. 

Comment:  EPA alleged negative impacts to the Mississippi River and Isle du Bois Creek from 
elimination of 3.4 miles of headwater streams [now 3.2 miles after project modifications].  Those 
negative impacts include disruption of surface water conditions across the site, loss of habitat for 
salamanders and other invertebrate species, loss of organic matter needed in the aquatic food 
chain further downstream, and harm to other species further downstream.  EPA stated that a 
model of nutrient inputs through these headwater streams to Isle du Bois Creek needs to be 
developed.  

Response:  Commenters tend to portray the stream impacts within the proposed quarry as 
occurring all at once.  However, as stated above, impacts to upland aquatic resources and habitat 
would not occur all at once, but rather sequentially over 100+ years.  For example, in the first ten 
years, only approximately one-half mile of jurisdictional intermittent stream (in Raddy Hollow) 
would be affected.  Moreover, as stated, impacts to the jurisdictional intermittent streams would 
be mitigated through land reclamation/mitigation.   

Furthermore, the impact of the quarry on surface water conditions across the site would not cause 
adverse indirect (downstream) impacts to Isle du Bois Creek or the Mississippi River.  As 
demonstrated in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, Isle du Bois Creek and Mississippi 
River water quality would not be adversely impacted by the project.  In particular, increases in 
stormwater run-off nutrient levels would not be significant compared to Isle du Bois Creek and 
Mississippi River nutrient baseline loading.  Even if the stormwater sedimentation basins were to 
reduce organic matter contributions to Isle du Bois Creek, that effect should not be significant, 
particularly in view of the Mississippi River influence on the lower part of Isle du Bois Creek, 
the agricultural use of the Isle du Bois Creek watershed, and the baseline water quality 
conditions of Isle du Bois Creek and the Mississippi River.  The elimination of farming on the 
Isle du Bois Creek and Mississippi River floodplains within the project site and the planting of 
native vegetation would reduce sediment/nutrient run-off from the farm fields and increase 
surface water pollutant filtering functions in some areas.   

Also, it should be noted that a previous landowner constructed an access road along the south 
side of Isle du Bois Creek.  Because the access road had no culverts, it blocked the drainage from 
two of the three jurisdictional intermittent streams in the proposed quarry area to Isle du Bois 
Creek (through Raddy Hollow and A Hollow).  Therefore, these jurisdictional intermittent 
streams did not provide nutrient inputs to Isle du Bois Creek before Holcim acquired the project 
site.  Nevertheless, the Water Resources and Hydrology Report modeled these streams as though 
they were not blocked. 

Comment:  There is a discrepancy between agencies’ determination of stream lengths to be 
impacted.  Intermittent and ephemeral streams that may not be considered jurisdictional by the 
Corps, still possess important ecological functions and values.  The effects of the loss of 18 miles 
of intermittent streams and hundreds of acres of upland habitat on water quality and food web 
trophic dynamics of the Mississippi River have not been adequately discussed. 
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Response:  Although EPA does not explain how the alleged “18 miles of intermittent streams" 
was figured; it appears this statement was derived from a 5 January 2001 comment letter by 
FWS.  In that letter, FWS stated that: an “additional 18+ miles of intermittent or ephemeral 
streams would be directly impacted” by the project.   

However, FWS is not the federal agency charged with determining jurisdictional waters, did not 
visit the project site until six months after submitting the 5 January2001 letter, and has never 
explained how it derived the “18+ miles” figure.   

The Companion Report, section 3.4 and Figure 3-6, identifies 3.4 miles (now 3.2 miles after 
project modifications) of jurisdictional intermittent streams at the site that will be impacted 
within the “100+ years” quarry boundary.  Although unclear, the FWS reference to “18+ miles” 
may be referring inaccurately to the length of non-jurisdictional watercourses or ravines that are 
identified by dotted lines in Figure 3-6 of the Companion Report.  The actual length of those 
non-jurisdictional watercourses/ravines within the 100-year permitted area of the quarry is only 
approximately 5.4 miles.     

As stated in the Preliminary Wetland Jurisdictional Determination Report, these non-
jurisdictional watercourses/ravines were identified only to assist in defining watershed areas.  
These watercourses/ravines do not qualify as intermittent streams because they only contain 
water during and immediately after storm events.  As a result, they do not provide aquatic 
habitat, either.  Therefore, their ecological value is limited primarily to the function of conveying 
stormwater and organic matter.  The impact of the project on these functions has been assessed.  

In the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, Holcim analyzed the direct impact of 
development of the quarry, cement plant, and harbor on stormwater run-off, and the indirect 
impacts of these activities on water quality of Isle du Bois Creek and/or the Mississippi River.  In 
particular, the Water Resources and Hydrology Report determined that the conversion to 
impervious surfaces of the upland areas, including intermittent streams and non-jurisdictional 
watercourses, would not significantly impact sediment or nutrient levels in Isle du Bois Creek 
and/or the Mississippi River.   

Several other important points should also be kept in mind.  First, even the 3.2 miles of 
jurisdictional intermittent streams are not as significant from an ecological perspective as some 
commenters have alleged.  In general, the intermittent streams are characterized by relatively 
steep, rocky, non-vegetated beds that contain water flow only seasonally or in response to storm 
events.  Given these conditions, these areas generally do not provide sustained habitat for aquatic 
biota.  Only a few small sections of these systems (i.e., springs and seeps) receive groundwater 
discharge for more extended periods and therefore, provide a limited amount of aquatic habitat.   

Second, the contribution of the upland streams to Isle du Bois Creek and Mississippi River water 
quality is not significant, especially considering the influence of Mississippi River seasonal 
flooding on the middle and lower sections of Isle du Bois Creek.  See the Water Resources and 
Hydrology Report, Vol. I, p. 28.  In addition, a previous landowner constructed an access road 
along the south side of Isle du Bois Creek.  Because the access road had no culverts, it blocked 
the drainage from two of the three jurisdictional intermittent streams in the proposed quarry area 
to Isle du Bois Creek (through Raddy Hollow and A Hollow).  Therefore, these jurisdictional 
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intermittent streams did not provide nutrient inputs to Isle du Bois Creek before Holcim acquired 
the project site.  Nevertheless, the Water Resources and Hydrology Report modeled these 
streams as though they were not blocked. 

Third, at year 10 of quarry development, which is the maximum impact scenario as explained in 
the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, the project will impact less than three percent of the 
total land area of the Isle du Bois Creek watershed.  Over the life of the project, less than five 
percent of the total land area of the Isle du Bois Creek watershed will be impacted. 

Fourth, it is a fundamental error to evaluate quarry impacts as though they would occur all at 
once. The quarry will advance incrementally over many years, and after the first 8-10 years, 
impacts will be mitigated by concurrent reclamation. 

12.1.4.4 Isle du Bois Creek 

Comment:  EPA believed that hydrological and water quality impacts on Isle du Bois Creek have 
not been properly addressed.  EPA raised concerns about contamination of Isle du Bois Creek by 
silt and sedimentation due to erosion and stormwater run-off, alterations to groundwater 
discharge and recharge patterns, and loss of purification due to vegetative cleaning. 

Response:  In response to comments, Holcim has further studied baseline conditions and 
potential impacts to Isle du Bois Creek.  See the Aquatic Resource and Water Quality 
Characterization Report (including the Addendum) and the Water Resources and Hydrology 
Report.  These studies ensure that potential hydrologic and water quality impacts to Isle du Bois 
Creek have been properly addressed, and confirm the project would not cause any adverse 
environmental impact to Isle du Bois Creek.  The studies demonstrate that: 

• Isle du Bois Creek is a typical Ozark area Mississippi River tributary stream in terms of 
water quality. 

• The project’s impacts, if any, would primarily affect the middle and lower sections of Isle 
du Bois Creek.   

• The flow and water quality conditions in the middle and lower sections of Isle du Bois 
Creek are highly variable due to the seasonal influence of the Mississippi River.  For 
example, the lower section is influenced by backwater flooding from the Mississippi 
River an average of approximately 183 days per year.    

• Stormwater run-off from the project site to Isle du Bois Creek would come from two 
“sub-watersheds” of Isle du Bois Creek – the cement plant sub-watershed and the quarry 
(Raddy Hollow) sub-watershed.  At year 10 of quarry development, which is the 
maximum impact scenario, as explained in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, 
these two project site sub-watersheds would impact less than three percent of the total 
land area of the Isle du Bois Creek watershed.  Over the life of the project, less than five 
percent of the total land area of the Isle du Bois Creek watershed would be impacted.   
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• The project would not result in significant stormwater run-off, sediment, or nutrient 
impacts to Isle du Bois Creek.  The stormwater from the cement plant and quarry sub-
watersheds would be controlled by MDNR-permitted sedimentation basins to prevent any 
excess sediment from reaching Isle du Bois Creek.  In fact, due to an increase in 
impervious surfaces and the efficiency of the sedimentation basins, there would actually 
be minor decreases in the amount of sediment in the stormwater run-off from the project 
site to Isle du Bois Creek. 

• Any increased or decreased nutrient levels in stormwater run-off would be insignificant 
when compared to the nutrient loadings of Isle du Bois Creek. 

• As explained in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, the proposed quarry 
excavation would not significantly impact quantity and quality of groundwater, or the 
groundwater recharge and discharge functions of the Isle du Bois Creek alluvial aquifers 
or wetlands.   

• The springs and seeps do not have a significant role in the hydrology of Isle du Bois 
Creek because the springs and seeps typically have only low flows that do not impact the 
amount of water in Isle du Bois Creek.   

In addition, Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan would enhance Isle du Bois Creek’s 
riparian corridor, improving such functions as vegetative filtering of surface water. 

12.1.4.5 Mississippi River 

Comment:  EPA stated that hydrological and water quality impacts to the Mississippi River have 
not been properly addressed.  

Response:  Holcim has properly addressed Mississippi River hydrology and water quality issues 
at the project site.  In the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, Holcim characterized 
Mississippi River baseline hydrology and water quality, and considered potential impacts.  For 
many of the same reasons already provided earlier in this Response to Comments, the project 
would not adversely affect Mississippi River hydrology and water quality.   First, there would be 
no cement manufacturing process wastewater discharge from the project to affect Mississippi 
River water quality.  Second, the small increase in stormwater run-off volume that may result 
from the project would have an insignificant effect on the hydrology of the very large 
Mississippi River capacity.  Third, stormwater run-off would be controlled, preventing excessive 
sediment from entering Isle du Bois Creek or the Mississippi River.  Fourth, the cessation of 
farming would reduce any nutrient or pesticide/herbicide non-point source pollution from the 
project site.  Fifth, mitigation would offset any impacts to the wetlands that would be taken for 
construction of the harbor.  The creation and restoration of approximately 61 acres of wetlands 
should enhance the water-quality improvement functions of those areas, such as filtering 
(intercepting surface runoff and removing or retaining its nutrients, processing organic wastes, 
and reducing sediment before it reaches open water).   
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Comment:  EPA stated that the impacts of barging and dredging on the Mississippi River need to 
be addressed in more detail.  EPA stated that the cumulative effects of dredging of 10,000 to 
65,000 cubic yards annually should be evaluated over the 100-year life span of the project.  

Response:    Construction and operation of the harbor and barge fleeting area would not 
adversely affect the Mississippi River.   

Holcim has sampled and analyzed the unconsolidated earth materials and the groundwater in the 
proposed harbor area to identify any potential contaminants of concern.  Two sampling events 
were completed by Leggette, Brashears & Graham (LBG), Inc., Professional Ground-water and 
Environmental Engineering Services, in February 2001 and January 2002.  Sampling was 
performed for a wide range of pollutants including agricultural and industrial-related 
contaminants.  The results showed that the unconsolidated earth materials and the groundwater at 
the location of the proposed harbor have not been adversely impacted by previous agricultural or 
industrial activity that may have occurred there.  No pesticides, herbicides, volatile organic 
compounds, or semi-volatile organic compounds were detected.  Other potential contaminants 
were either below detection limits or were found in naturally occurring concentrations 
reasonably considered as background.  The results are reported in LBG’s Geochemical Analysis 
of Ground Water and Unconsolidated Earth Materials at the Proposed Harbor, which is an 
attachment to Holcim’s application for a site-specific stormwater permit for the discharges 
expected to occur as part of harbor construction.  See Application for Discharge Permit for 
Activities Associated with Harbor Construction.   

The studies demonstrate that construction of the harbor would not result in any release of 
contaminated material.  Further, the excavation of the harbor would be performed in compliance 
with best management terms and conditions specified in potential MDNR/USACE permits using 
approved techniques to minimize discharge of material into the Mississippi River.    The harbor 
would be dry excavated to the water table and then hydraulically dredged (pumped out) before 
the connection to the Mississippi River is made.  Special care would be used during the work to 
connect the harbor to the Mississippi River to minimize the discharge of material.  Any minor 
discharge of material that would occur during this step would be insignificant and temporary.   

Construction techniques and best management practices would be used to install permanent 
harbor erosion controls, including riprap construction on harbor slopes and vegetation.  These 
features would be in place prior to initiating the Mississippi River connection.   

EPA’s comment about adverse impacts associated with harbor construction was related in part to 
disposal of the excavated material in North and Hickory Hollows.  Those areas have since been 
withdrawn from the permit application.  The material would now be placed within the proposed 
quarry boundary as some commenters requested.  Erosion controls and a sedimentation basin 
would prevent the material from being carried back into the Mississippi River by stormwater.  
Eventually, the material would be used as a raw material in the cement manufacturing process or 
during reclamation of quarried areas.  Therefore, there should be no adverse impact on the 
Mississippi River from the disposal of the harbor excavation material.  See also the Water 
Resources and Hydrology Report. 
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The potential impacts of the harbor on aquatic habitat through loss of wetlands would be offset 
through Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, as more fully described in section 6.3 of 
this Response to Comments.  

Construction of the barge fleeting areas would require driving steel piles in the Mississippi River 
bottom for each of the proposed fleeting cells.  This could cause some localized increases in 
suspended solids in the water column due to disturbance of the Mississippi River bottom during 
construction, but the impact would be temporary and minor, especially when compared to 
background Mississippi River water quality.  See the Water Resources and Hydrology Report. 

Periodic maintenance dredging would be necessary for the harbor entrance and bottom to 
maintain sufficient clearance for barges and operations.  The quantity of 10,000 to 65,000 cubic 
yards per year given in the Companion Report was only for maintenance dredging of the harbor.  
Harbor maintenance dredging would be accomplished with hydraulic dredging equipment to 
minimize sediment stirring.  In addition, maintenance dredging requirements in the harbor would 
be in a more contained setting compared to the open flows and currents experienced directly in 
the Mississippi River.  A Nationwide Permit would be required to conduct harbor maintenance 
dredging.  However, periodic in-river maintenance dredging may be necessary in the North and 
South Fleeting Areas to maintain sufficient clearance.  The USACE does not expect in-river 
maintenance dredging to be required annually.  During low water conditions, the upper part of 
the north fleeting area would be used for storage of empty barges with a draft of only 1-2 feet.  
The historic and current shoal depths in this area are sufficient even at low water to 
accommodate fleeting without dredging.  Any in-river maintenance dredging would be 
accomplished with hydraulic dredging equipment to minimize stirring of sediment on the bottom 
of the Mississippi River.  A USACE permit would be required to conduct in-river dredging.  The 
material from any harbor or in-river periodic maintenance dredging would be placed in the 
uplands on the project site within the proposed quarry (or other future environmentally 
preferable location), and not in the Mississippi River.  Consequently, maintenance dredging 
would not cause water pollution or habitat loss in the Mississippi River. 

Operation of the harbor and barge fleeting area would not adversely impact Mississippi River 
water quality.  First, there is a great deal of existing barge traffic and fleeting on the Mississippi 
River and any additional barge traffic from this project would not be significant, especially since 
Holcim would use the “backhaul” system to move material in otherwise empty barges traversing 
the Mississippi River or to replace imported material in loaded barges which now move north 
from New Orleans.  Second, barge operations typically would cause only localized scouring and 
suspension of Mississippi River sediment during low water stages.  Even during low stages, the 
existing condition of the Mississippi River includes elevated sediment loading, and some 
additional suspension of sediment would be insignificant in comparison.  Third, while there 
would be increased localized activity from barge operations, similar barging activity at the 
adjacent Rush Island power plant and the nearby Brickeys Stone quarry is not considered to have 
adversely impacted Mississippi River water quality or hydrology. 

Comment:  The Corps needs to address the construction and maintenance of the harbor.  It is not 
clear how BMP’s will be implemented over the lifetime of the project. 
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Response:  These issues were addressed in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, Vol. I, 
pp. 68-69 and are also addressed in the Response to Comments, section 6.2.5 and above. 

Comment:  EPA stated that impacts of atmospheric deposition of air pollutants and nutrients on 
aquatic habitats should be modeled.   

Response:  The MDNR Air Pollution Control Program is considering Holcim’s application for 
an air permit to construct the cement plant.  Holcim cannot obtain the air permit without 
demonstrating that the project’s air emissions would comply with all applicable federal and state 
air quality and control standards, which are protective of human health (including the most 
sensitive members of the population) and the environment.  As part of air permitting, Holcim 
conducted modeling of both criteria pollutant impacts and hazardous air pollutant (HAP) 
(including mercury) impacts using standard EPA procedures.  The modeling demonstrated that 
project criteria pollutant impacts would be below all EPA National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS), indicating no significant impact would occur to human health from project 
plant air emissions.  The modeling also demonstrated that project HAP impacts, including 
impacts of atmospheric deposition to plants, soils, or animal life in the vicinity of the project, 
would be below EPA-defined impact thresholds, indicating no significant impact would occur 
from project HAP deposition.  

With regard to mercury air emissions, this issue was raised during the appeal of MDNR’s 
original water quality certification.  The evidence at the appeal hearing showed that mercury air 
emissions are a global problem, that the vast majority of elemental mercury is not readily 
deposited and is transported globally, that there was no demonstration that air emissions from the 
cement plant would have a localized effect, that MDNR did not believe that mercury problems in 
water have a direct correlation with the facilities neighboring those waters, and that there is not a 
current mercury toxicity problem in the Mississippi River.  Holcim provided a more detailed 
summary of the evidence regarding mercury from the original water quality certification appeal 
to the USACE.  See Holcim’s 1 July 2002 comment letter to the WPCP, atch 3, pp. 7-9.  The 
environmental groups did not appeal the new water quality certification issued to Holcim on 13 
November 2002.  

In addition, after the appeal hearing, Holcim engaged AER, Inc. to study the potential effects of 
atmospheric deposition of mercury emissions from the Holcim cement plant on fish in the 
Mississippi River.  AER demonstrated that at most, the project may cause a 0.39 ppb increase in 
the existing 131 ppb value for mercury in Mississippi River fish located in the vicinity of the 
project.  This potential increase is considered very small compared to the 300-ppb threshold used 
by the State of Missouri for health-based fish advisories, and in practice would probably not even 
be measurable.  Based on the AER report, section 7.9 of Holcim’s EA, and the other evidence 
about mercury submitted to the USACE, the project’s mercury air emissions would not have a 
significant impact on Mississippi River fish or human health.  Wetland Impacts and Mitigation 

Comment:  EPA requested additional study of impacts to wetlands.   

Response:  The project has been designed to avoid as many wetlands as possible.  For example, 
in evaluating configurations for the harbor, Holcim considered several alternatives that would 
have impacted a greater number of wetlands.  The large harbor alternative would have impacted 
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28.6 acres of wetlands.  The preferred small harbor alternative, which impacts 13.9 acres of 
wetlands, was selected, in large part, because it minimized the area of wetlands impacted and 
maximized the area available for mitigation.  See section 4.1.2 of Holcim’s Companion Report. 

In response to comments, and USACE/MDNR requests, Holcim evaluated whether it was 
possible to minimize wetland impacts further, especially along Isle du Bois Creek.  After 
considerable further study, Holcim determined that North and Hickory Hollows could be 
avoided, which had the additional benefit of eliminating any haul roads or improvements to 
crossings of Isle du Bois Creek, and the wetland impacts that would have been associated with 
those roads or crossings.  Holcim also revised the plant design to move the plant footprint and 
the rail spur slightly further south to avoid filling any wetlands along Isle du Bois Creek.  As a 
result, the project would no longer have any direct impacts to wetlands along Isle du Bois Creek.  
This is a significant positive change to the project design directly responsive to the USACE, 
MDNR, and public comments.   

In addition, the Water Resources and Hydrology Report shows that there should be no adverse 
effect on Isle du Bois Creek wetlands from sediment generated by the project.  Stormwater 
controls including MDNR-permitted sedimentation basins and best management practices would 
prevent excess sedimentation from occurring.  Therefore, the project should not cause any 
adverse indirect impacts to Isle du Bois Creek wetlands.  In fact, as discussed further below, the 
Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan would enhance the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor, 
including its wetlands. 

As a result of the project modifications, the total area of wetlands that would be taken by the 
project has been reduced from 16.8 to approximately 14 acres.14  Of this amount, the harbor 
would account for 13.9 acres, or virtually all of the wetlands that would be impacted by the 
project.15  Thus, the primary wetland analysis is focused on the harbor.  There are two relevant 
considerations with regard to the harbor wetlands: the degraded quality of the existing wetlands, 
and the wetland mitigation proposed by Holcim.  

Most of the harbor wetlands have been previously disturbed by cultivation.  The harbor wetlands 
consist of approximately 12.1 acres of farmed wetland16 and 1.8 acres of forested wetland.17  

                                                 
14  On September 19, 2002, the USACE issued an approved Jurisdictional Determination verifying that 14 acres of 
jurisdictional wetlands would be impacted by the project, and finding that 0.2 acres of small isolated wetlands did 
not qualify as jurisdictional wetlands in light of the U.S. Supreme Court’s recent decision,  Solid Waste Agency of 
Northern Cook County v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (SWANCC), 121 S.Ct. 675 (2001).  Despite this minor 
change, Holcim would continue to compensate for 14.2 acres of wetlands as proposed in its Wetland and Stream 
Mitigation Plan. 
15 The only other jurisdictional wetland area that would be impacted is a small, 0.1 acre area in Old Quarry Hollow.  
Holcim would mitigate for this unavoidable impact.   
16  Harding ESE originally delineated 7.5 acres of emergent wetlands, 4.6 acres of farmed wetlands, and 1.8 acres of 
forested wetlands (total 13.9 acres) that would be impacted by the harbor.  On September 18, 2002, the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), which is the lead agency for wetland delineation on agricultural lands, 
changed the classification of the 7.5 acres from emergent wetlands to farmed wetlands (these wetlands had been 
periodically farmed).  The USACE accepted this change in its September 19, 2002 approved Jurisdictional 
Determination.   
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Wetlands that have been previously farmed (disturbed) are generally considered of lesser quality 
than established undisturbed wetlands because they are often composed of common, weedy 
species and lack the structural complexity of undisturbed wetlands.  Therefore, the habitat value 
and pollution control function of these wetlands is reduced.   

Some commenters have claimed that all of the Lee Island flood plain within the proposed harbor 
footprint should be considered the equivalent of wetlands in terms of the value provided as 
habitat for aquatic species.  In effect, these commenters have used an expansive definition of 
“wetland” to attempt to argue that the harbor would impact much more than 13.9 acres of 
wetlands. 

In response, only 13.9 acres in the proposed harbor footprint are delineated as jurisdictional 
wetlands.  There is an accepted legal/scientific definition of wetlands that was properly applied 
in delineating wetlands on the project site.  The wetland delineation process identified only 13.9 
acres of wetlands that would be impacted on the Lee Island flood plain.  In addition, wetlands are 
specially protected because they do perform functions different in kind and degree from flood 
plain.  Therefore, an expansive definition of “wetland” is not supported in law or fact. 

Furthermore, the Lee Island flood plain could only perform “wetland” functions as habitat for 
aquatic species when flooding occurs, which is infrequent and sporadic.  In fact, the Lee Island 
flood plain only floods during certain limited times of the year, and not necessarily every year.  
Moreover, farming over many years has seriously reduced the functional value of the Lee Island 
flood plain.  Most of the Lee Island flood plain has been farmed, and, therefore, has little 
vegetation to provide cover or food for fish.  In addition, some of the flood plain that would be 
impacted by the harbor footprint contains tailings piles left by the former quarry operator, which 
have little environmental value and generally do not function as even occasional aquatic habitat.   

The claim that the project would impact over 140 total acres of wetlands in the immediate 
vicinity, either from loss of the harbor wetlands, or indirect pollution from the cement plant or 
quarry, is not correct.  Although there are a total of approximately 141 acres of wetlands on the 
project site – including approximately 94.4 acres along Isle du Bois Creek and approximately 
46.3 acres on Lee Island – no wetlands would be impacted, directly or indirectly, except for the 
approximately 14 acres of wetlands that would be taken by the project.  Aerial photography 
further confirms this finding. 

Due to project modifications such as avoiding North and Hickory Hollows and the associated 
crossings of Isle du Bois Creek, no Isle du Bois Creek wetlands would be directly impacted.  As 
Holcim’s Water Resources and Hydrology study shows, Isle du Bois Creek wetlands would not 
be indirectly impacted, either.  First, stormwater runoff would be controlled to prevent excess 
sediment from entering Isle du Bois Creek or affecting its wetlands, and there would be no 
cement manufacturing process wastewater discharge into Isle du Bois Creek.  Second, Isle du 
Bois Creek’s hydrology would not be adversely affected by the project.   

                                                                                                                                                             
17  The 1.8 acres of forested wetland include a ditch that was dug to drain the area for farming, a wooded area that 
has become established along the ditch, and a section near the railroad tracks that was also previously farmed. 
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There would be no direct or indirect adverse impacts to wetlands on the Lee Island flood plain, 
either, except for the 13.9 acres that would be taken by the proposed harbor.  As Holcim’s 
Preliminary Wetland Jurisdictional Determination Report and Water Resources and Hydrology 
Report show, the predominant hydrologic influence on the Lee Island wetlands is the Mississippi 
River.  That influence would not be affected by the construction of a harbor.  In addition, there 
would be no impacts from the cement plant or quarry to the Lee Island wetlands.  As previously 
stated, there is no cement manufacturing process wastewater discharge, and all stormwater runoff 
from the quarry and other project operations would be controlled.   

The USACE is fully cognizant that without mitigation, the loss of approximately 14 acres of 
wetlands would have some environmental impact, although far less than alleged by opponents of 
the project.  Since the beginning of this project, Holcim has worked with the USACE to design 
effective mitigation.  See section 5.0 of Holcim’s Companion Report and page 4 of the USACE 
public notice.  Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan would ensure appropriate 
compensation for any impacts to wetlands on the project site.   

The Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan would ensure that impacted wetlands are mitigated on a 
greater than one-to-one basis, with approximately 61 acres of high-quality wetlands being 
created or enhanced to replace the approximately 14 acres of wetlands that would be taken for 
the project.  All mitigation would be on-site, which is considered preferable from an 
environmental standpoint so that the resource can be re-established as close as possible to the 
impacted area.  Although off-site “mitigation banking” or other options could be pursued instead, 
Holcim believes that on-site mitigation is the most environmentally responsible course of action.     

On the southern part of Lee Island below the harbor footprint, Holcim is proposing to create an 
additional 25.5 acres of wetland and enhance 12.8 acres of existing wetlands to form a 
contiguous high-quality wetland complex that would also include the Lee Island slough, a 
Mississippi River backwater which is the most environmentally beneficial natural feature on the 
Lee Island flood plain.  Restoring the slough’s connection to the Mississippi River would enable 
it to more closely function as a backwater habitat by allowing water to enter and remain for 
longer periods of time.  Among other things, restoration would enhance the habitat value of the 
slough by providing fish greater duration of access for spawning, foraging, cover, and resting.  A 
contiguous wetland complex including a enhanced slough would be environmentally preferable 
to current conditions because it would alleviate the habitat fragmentation and non-point source 
sediment and nutrient pollution that farming has caused on the Lee Island flood plain, and would 
provide greater habitat value not only for aquatic species, but for migratory birds and other 
wildlife.  

While no direct impacts to Isle du Bois Creek would occur, Holcim’s Wetland and Stream 
Mitigation Plan would enhance 22.8 acres of farmed wetlands along Isle du Bois Creek as part of 
enhancing the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor – providing an overall environmental benefit 
to the Isle du Bois Creek wetlands.     

Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation plan is an effective plan that is fully consistent with the 
State of Missouri Aquatic Resources Mitigation Guidelines.  See further discussion below. 
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Comment:  EPA stated there should be an analysis of the indirect impacts to the 94.4 acres of 
wetlands in the Isle du Bois Creek flood plain.  

Response:  In the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, Holcim analyzed the potential for 
indirect impacts to Isle du Bois Creek and its wetlands.  Due to project modifications, such as 
avoiding North and Hickory Hollows and the associated crossings of Isle du Bois Creek, no Isle 
du Bois Creek wetlands would be directly impacted.  As Holcim’s Water Resources and 
Hydrology study shows, the Isle du Bois Creek wetlands would not be indirectly impacted, 
either.  First, stormwater runoff would be controlled to prevent excess sediment from entering 
Isle du Bois Creek or affecting its wetlands.  Second, Isle du Bois Creek’s hydrology would not 
be adversely affected by the project.  In addition, Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan 
would enhance 22.8 acres of farmed wetlands along Isle du Bois Creek as part of enhancing the 
Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor – providing an overall environmental benefit to the Isle du 
Bois Creek wetlands.   

Comment:  EPA’s comments may be viewed as questioning Holcim’s proposed wetland 
mitigation approach.  

Response:  Holcim’s proposed mitigation approach was presented in the USACE public notice 
(page 4 and sheet 10 of 10) and in Holcim’s Companion Report (section 5.0, Proposed 
Mitigation Measures).  Since the comments were submitted, Holcim developed a more detailed 
Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan to address many of the commenters’ concerns.  Holcim 
originally submitted a Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan to the USACE and MDNR in 
November 2001.  After the withdrawal of Holcim’s original water quality certification, Holcim 
revised the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan and resubmitted it to the USACE and MDNR on 
26 March 2002.  The revised Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan clarified but did not change 
the specific amounts (acreage) or on-site locations of the replacement wetlands Holcim had 
proposed in the November 2001 mitigation plan.  In its 13 November 2002 water quality 
certification, MDNR accepted Holcim’s proposed wetland mitigation amounts and on-site 
locations, pending approval of the final mitigation plan.    

Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan meets the requirements of the Missouri Aquatic 
Resources Mitigation Guidelines (“Guidelines”), which were developed by MDNR in 
cooperation with EPA, FWS, MDC, and the USACE.  The Guidelines are expressly designed to 
implement both the federal Clean Water Act and the Missouri Clean Water Law.  They ensure 
protection of water quality by pre-determining minimum acceptable levels of compensatory 
mitigation.  The mitigation ratios in the Guidelines were developed to take into account the key 
factors in the mitigation process: the uncertainty of mitigation success, the time delay between 
loss of functions and the re-establishment of those functions, and the value of the aquatic 
resource from a water quality perspective.   

Holcim has followed the Guidelines during the course of the project.  First, both the USACE and 
MDNR required Holcim to avoid and minimize impacts.  In response to both agencies, as 
previously discussed, Holcim made project modifications to protect Isle du Bois Creek and other 
areas of the site.  Second, in developing the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, Holcim 
followed the mitigation ratios in the Guidelines. 
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The minimum ratios in the Guidelines would require the creation of only about 18 acres of 
wetlands.  However, Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan proposes to create 
approximately 25.5 acres of wetlands.  The ratios used by Holcim in its Wetland and Stream 
Mitigation Plan is appropriate for this project site.  Holcim used a 1:1 ratio for the farmed 
wetlands because these areas are generally considered of fairly low quality and their functions 
can be replaced quickly. The Guidelines expressly recognize that degraded (e.g., farmed) 
wetlands exhibit a reduction in habitat value and/or other functions.  A 1:1 ratio for farmed 
wetlands is a generally accepted and routinely applied replacement-to-impact ratio.  Relatively 
higher mitigation ratios were proposed for the emergent (2:1)18 and forested (3:1) wetlands 
because they typically have higher functional value as compared to farmed wetlands and take 
longer to re-establish.   

In addition, Holcim is also voluntarily undertaking to enhance existing farmed wetlands on Lee 
Island and along Isle du Bois Creek.  Holcim is planning to enhance 12.8 acres of farmed 
wetlands on southern Lee Island and enhance the Lee Island slough.  The enhanced wetlands 
would be combined with the 25.5 acres of created wetlands and the enhanced slough to form a 
contiguous, high-quality wetland complex on southern Lee Island.  Holcim is also planning to 
enhance 22.8 acres of farmed wetlands along Isle du Bois Creek, as part of the proposal to 
enhance the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor.  In total, Holcim would create or enhance 
approximately 61 acres of wetlands to replace the approximately 14 acres that would be 
impacted by the project.  Finally, Holcim is also proposing to create a 3.6 acre vegetated buffer 
area between the harbor and the southern Lee Island wetland complex.   

Holcim’s Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan is environmentally responsible.  The plan 
maximizes the amount of contiguous wetland area on both southern Lee Island and along Isle du 
Bois Creek, resulting in improved wetland functions and improved habitat for birds, aquatic 
species, and wildlife.  For many reasons, the plan has a high likelihood of success.  First, wetland 
mitigation would occur on-site and adjacent to the affected resources, which is considered 
environmentally preferable.  Second, the location of southern Lee Island next to the Mississippi 
River and Lee Island slough provides favorable hydrology.  Third, the engineering required, such 
as grading flood plain areas and connecting them to the slough, can be accomplished without 
complex design components and engineering controls.  Fourth, a vegetated buffer would protect 
the wetland mitigation complex from any effects of the harbor.  Fifth, the slough would add to 
the diversity of the planned wetland communities.  In sum, Holcim has carefully considered the 
relevant site characteristics and developed an effective plan.  If for some reason the mitigation is 
not effective, the USACE retains the authority to require Holcim to develop alternative 
mitigation or withdraw the permit.  MDNR would have similar authority under its water quality 
certification. 

Finally, Holcim’s experience at its Clarksville, Missouri plant demonstrates that a harbor can 
co-exist and operate in an environmentally responsible manner adjacent to a wetland complex.  
At Clarksville, there is a conservation area containing wetlands immediately north of the harbor, 

                                                 
18   The Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan was developed before NRCS’ September 18, 2002 written certification, 
which re-classified the emergent wetlands that would be impacted by the harbor as farmed wetlands.  Nevertheless, 
Holcim would mitigate for all the wetlands on the project site as proposed in the March 26, 2002 Wetland and 
Stream Mitigation Plan. 
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separated by a narrow vegetated berm traversed by a gravel road and a line of trees.  The 
conservation area, which is owned by the USACE and jointly managed with the FWS and MDC, 
provides great environmental benefit and is not adversely affected by the harbor or the cement 
plant. 

Comment:  EPA stated that it would support mitigation that enhances existing farmed wetlands, 
provided the mitigation ratio is higher.     

Response:  The Missouri Aquatic Resources Mitigation Guidelines, which were developed in 
cooperation with EPA, and primarily taken from a previous existing St. Louis District USACE 
Wetlands Mitigation Guideline, prescribe a mitigation ratio range of 1:1 to 1.5:1 for farmed 
wetlands.  In developing the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, Holcim used a 1:1 ratio to 
determine how many acres of wetlands should be created to replace the 4.6 acres of farmed 
wetlands that would be taken for the harbor.19  This ratio is appropriate because the farmed 
wetlands are generally considered of fairly low quality and their functions can be replaced 
quickly.  In fact, the cessation of farming and the planting of native vegetation would have 
immediate benefits.  The Guidelines expressly recognize that degraded (e.g., farmed) wetlands 
exhibit a reduction in habitat value and/or other functions.  The ratios in the Guidelines also 
expressly take into account the time delay between the loss of functions and re-establishment of 
those functions.  A 1:1 ratio for farmed wetlands is a generally accepted and routinely applied 
replacement-to-impact ratio.   

Holcim offered a 2:1 ratio for the 7.5 acres of emergent wetlands previously delineated at the 
proposed harbor location.  However, the emergent wetlands have since been certified by NRCS 
as farmed wetlands, which would have supported a lower ratio.  Nevertheless, Holcim would 
mitigate for all the wetlands on the project site as originally planned.  It should also be noted that 
Holcim is voluntarily undertaking to enhance an additional 12.8 acres of farmed wetlands on 
southern Lee Island and 22.8 acres of farmed wetlands along Isle du Bois Creek.  In total, 
Holcim would create or enhance approximately 61 acres of wetlands to replace the 
approximately 14 acres that would be impacted by the project.  This is an effective ratio of more 
than 4:1, exceeding the requirements of the Guidelines.  Finally, it should be noted that 
mitigation work would begin on southern Lee Island and along Isle du Bois Creek as soon as 
possible after permit issuance. 

Comment:  EPA commented that a buffer should be placed around any wetlands created.   

Response:  As provided in the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, Holcim would create a 3.6 
acre vegetated buffer between the harbor and the wetland mitigation complex on southern Lee 
Island. In addition, the Isle du Bois Creek wetlands would be protected by a large undisturbed 

                                                 
19  Harding ESE originally delineated 7.5 acres of emergent wetlands, 4.6 acres of farmed wetlands, and 1.8 acres of 
forested wetlands (total 13.9 acres) that would be impacted by the harbor.  On September 18, 2002, the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), which is the lead agency for wetland delineation on agricultural lands, 
changed the classification of the 7.5 acres from emergent wetlands to farmed wetlands (these wetlands had been 
periodically farmed).  The USACE accepted this change in its September 19, 2002 approved Jurisdictional 
Determination.   
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buffer area to the north (made possible by the project modifications).  There would also be a 
vegetated buffer along the south bank of Isle du Bois Creek to protect the Isle du Bois Creek 
wetlands from the cement plant and quarry areas.   

Comment:  EPA acknowledges that improvements to existing wetlands within these areas would 
be beneficial; however, we are concerned that the plans as they currently exist are too vague and 
may lead to “double-counting” of mitigation.  It is not clear in the mitigation plan what fraction 
of the flood plain south of the proposed harbor is being proposed for wetland creation versus 
wetland enhancement activities.  Nor is it clear from the report20 the amount of total wetlands to 
be restored in this area.  There also appear to be three areas of farmed wetlands along Isle du 
Bois Creek that are scheduled for restoration activities, but it is not clear how many acres that 
encompasses.  It needs to be clear which wetlands would be created or enhanced, and when those 
activities would be scheduled to occur. 

Response:  The total area of southern Lee Island (south of the proposed harbor and east of the 
railroad tracks) is approximately 71.8 acres, not including a narrow strip of the Mississippi River 
bank.  On southern Lee Island, Holcim is proposing to create approximately 25.5 acres of new 
wetlands and restore approximately 12.8 acres of existing wetlands.  In addition, Holcim is 
proposing to restore approximately 7.1 acres of relict stream channels, subject to future 
feasibility studies, and create an approximately 3.6 acre vegetated buffer below the harbor.  See 
the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, pp. 11-12 and Figure 5-1.   

The total mitigation area on southern Lee Island, including the created and restored wetlands, the 
relict stream channel restoration, and the vegetated buffer, is approximately 49 acres, or 68% of 
the total area of southern Lee Island.  The only portions of southern Lee Island that would not be 
used for mitigation are a wooded strip along the Mississippi River and the forested wetland area 
around the Lee Island slough.  However, these areas will be preserved as part of the contiguous 
high-quality wetland mitigation complex that Holcim will establish on southern Lee Island.   

The Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, pp. 12, 14, and Figure 4-2, states that a total of 22.8 
acres of farmed wetlands along Isle du Bois Creek will be restored.    

On both Southern Lee Island and along Isle du Bois Creek, wetland creation and restoration will 
commence after permit issuance and prior to or concurrent with the filling of jurisdictional 
wetlands.   

Comment:  EPA is concerned that the proposed mitigation may not be adequate as described in 
the report.  Although EPA supports enhancing the existing farmed wetlands through the planting 
of native wetland vegetation, the other functions of the wetlands to be impacted will not be 
restored, mainly as they function within the Mississippi River flood plain.  These farmed 
wetlands are already providing flood storage and this function will not be restored entirely. 

Response:  The flood storage function of the farmed wetlands to be impacted would be 
compensated for by creation of the harbor, which would include 26 acres of open water and 

                                                 
20  Here and in subsequent comments, EPA uses the term “report” instead of “plan.”  However, Holcim assumes that 
the term “report” still refers to the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan. 
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would be directly connected to the Mississippi River.  Consequently, this area would receive and 
store floodwater to a greater degree that that which may be stored by the alluvium of the 
floodplain.  The other functions of the farmed wetlands to be impacted would be compensated 
for by the creation of 25.5 acres of new wetlands and the restoration of 12.8 acres of existing 
wetlands on southern Lee Island. 

Comment:  EPA is also concerned that the report does not adequately address the indirect 
impacts of the proposed project on the restored wetland areas.  For example, deposition of dust 
and other particulates from the plant could have an adverse impact on the establishment of 
vegetation, as well as the turbidity of the water within the wetland.  These emissions could also 
coat the eggs and larvae of fish and amphibians that would potentially use the wetlands as 
habitat.  Mercury emissions from the plant may also negatively impact the restored wetlands and 
the aquatic life that would depend on the wetlands for habitat.   

Response:  Particulate matter from the project will not adversely impact wetlands, vegetation, or 
aquatic life.  The MDNR Air Pollution Control Program is considering Holcim’s application for 
an air permit to construct the cement plant.  Holcim cannot obtain the air permit without 
demonstrating that the project’s air emissions, including particulate matter, will comply with all 
applicable federal and state air quality and control standards, which are protective of human 
health (including the most sensitive members of the population) and the environment.  As part of 
air permitting, Holcim has conducted modeling of both criteria pollutant impacts and hazardous 
air pollutant (HAP) (including mercury) impacts using standard EPA procedures.  The modeling 
demonstrated that project criteria pollutant impacts will be below all EPA National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS), indicating no significant impact would occur to human health from 
project air emissions.  The modeling also demonstrated that project HAP impacts, including 
impacts of atmospheric deposition to plants, soils, or animal life in the vicinity of the cement 
plant, would be below EPA-defined impact thresholds, indicating no significant impact would 
occur from project HAP deposition.  

With regard to mercury air emissions, this issue was raised during the appeal of MDNR’s 
original water quality certification.  The evidence at the appeal hearing showed that mercury air 
emissions are a global problem, that the vast majority of elemental mercury is not readily 
deposited and is transported globally, that there was no demonstration that air emissions from the 
cement plant would have a localized effect, that MDNR did not believe that mercury problems in 
water have a direct correlation with the facilities neighboring those waters, and that there is not a 
current mercury toxicity problem in the Mississippi River.  A more detailed summary of the 
evidence regarding mercury from the original water quality certification appeal was provided to 
the Corps by Holcim.  See Holcim’s July 1, 2002 comment letter to the WPCP, attachment 3, pp. 
7-9.  The environmental groups did not appeal the new water quality certification issued to 
Holcim on 13 November 2002. 

In addition, after the appeal hearing, Holcim engaged AER, Inc. to study the potential effects of 
atmospheric deposition of mercury emissions from the Holcim cement plant on fish in the 
Mississippi River.  AER demonstrated that at most, the project may cause a 0.39 ppb increase in 
the existing 131 ppb value for mercury in Mississippi River fish located in the vicinity of the 
project.  This potential increase is considered very small compared to the 300-ppb threshold used 
by the State of Missouri for health-based fish advisories, and in practice would probably not even 
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be measurable.  Based on the AER report, section 7.9 of Holcim’s EA, and the other evidence 
about mercury submitted to the USACE, the project’s mercury air emissions would not have a 
significant impact on Mississippi River fish or human health.   

Potential dust impacts from the quarry could occur through blasting, loading and unloading, 
transportation by truck on haul roads, and operation of a rock crusher.  However, dust will be 
controlled by watering dry areas, or using other methods as necessary, to comply with the 
MDNR air permit for the project and MDNR air regulations limiting the emission of fugitive 
dust.  Any dust that would be produced by quarry operations will also settle out of the air fairly 
rapidly, further minimizing the potential for dust emissions to cause significant impacts outside 
project site boundaries.  Holcim’s evidence at the MDNR land reclamation hearing confirmed 
that particulate matter impacts from the project would not be significant. 

In addition, there will be a 3.6 acre vegetated buffer between the harbor and the southern Lee 
Island wetland mitigation complex.  The buffer will provide additional protection to this area. 

Finally, Holcim’s experience at its Clarksville, Missouri plant demonstrates that cement plant air 
emissions do not adversely affect nearby wetlands.  At Clarksville, there is a conservation area 
containing wetlands just to the northeast of the cement plant.  The conservation area, which is 
owned by the Corps and jointly managed with the FWS and MDC, provides great environmental 
benefit, especially for birds and aquatic life, and has not been negatively impacted by deposition 
of dust or other particulates from the cement plant.   

Comment:  As part of the reclamation activities, a 500 acre lake is being proposed.  This lake 
would be located adjacent to the restored wetlands.  Because the wetland hydrology is influenced 
by the Mississippi River, direct precipitation, overland sheet flow, and groundwater discharge, it 
is reasonable to assume that the lake would impact the hydrology and water quality of the 
restored wetlands.   

Response:  The lake would not be adjacent to the restored wetlands.  The lake will be 
geographically separated from the southern Lee Island wetland mitigation area by high bluffs 
that will be left in place.  The bluffs that will contain the lake will be at least 400 feet wide.  The 
lake will also be separated from the mitigation area by the existing BNSF active rail line and the 
forested wetlands along the Lee Island slough.   

As described above, the water in the lake is expected to meet Missouri water quality standards, 
and therefore should not cause degradation of groundwater quality or affect the hydrology of the 
southern Lee Island wetland mitigation area.  See the Water Resources and Hydrology Report, 
Vol. I, pp. 58-60.  In addition, the hydrology of the southern Lee Island wetland mitigation area 
is primarily dependent on the Mississippi River – an influence that will not be affected by the 
lake.  

Comment:  EPA is concerned about the indirect impact of mining and removal of the vegetation, 
which provides for a filter to pollutants entering the wetlands and Mississippi River.  The report 
should identify measures to prevent sedimentation of the restored wetlands once vegetation is 
removed and the quarry is established. 
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Response:  The Water Resources and Hydrology Report thoroughly analyzes the potential direct 
and indirect impacts of sedimentation from the quarry and other project activities on Isle du Bois 
Creek, the Mississippi River, and the associated floodplain/wetlands.  Among other things, the 
Water Resources and Hydrology Report thoroughly explains how stormwater controls including 
sedimentation basins and best management practices will reduce the amount of sediment entering 
Isle du Bois Creek or the Mississippi River from the project site.  See Vol. I, pp. 91, 93.  Even if 
sediment from the project would increase, it would be insignificant compared to the amount of 
sediment that is transported by the Mississippi River and that would be deposited on the Isle du 
Bois Creek and Lee Island floodplain by Mississippi River flood events. 

Comment:  EPA believes that the proposed 5-year monitoring plan is inadequate.  EPA is 
concerned that as conditions change in the area of the proposed project, the wetland restoration 
could be adversely impacted.  For example, the area adjacent to the wetlands south of the 
proposed harbor would not be quarried for another 20 to 50 years.  Further, the lake will not be 
put into place until the completion of mining, which is about 100 years from now.  Initial 
monitoring for five years may be sufficient to ensure that vegetation is being established; 
however, Long Term monitoring should be in place over the life of the project to ensure that the 
wetlands retain their intended functions and values.  Likewise, the contingency plan should be in 
place over the life of the proposed project. 

Response:  Holcim will comply with appropriate monitoring conditions to be established by the 
USACE and MDNR to ensure success of wetland and stream mitigation.     

Comment:  The restoration of the slough south of the proposed harbor is conceptually a very 
good idea; however, EPA is concerned that the slough restoration is being used to offset impacts 
to wetlands as well as streams, since it was mentioned in both sections of the report.   

Response:  Holcim proposed restoration of the Lee Island slough as part of stream mitigation, not 
wetland mitigation.  The Lee Island slough is not included within the 61 acres of wetlands that 
would be created or restored by Holcim under the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan. 

Comment:  We are also concerned that stream bank stabilization activities along Isle du Bois 
Creek may be unnecessary and possibly damaging to water quality and the aquatic environment.  
Stream bank stabilization activities require permitting under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  
Without further details, EPA remains concerned about the 6,250 feet of Isle du Bois Creek 
stream bank which is currently proposed for stabilization. 

Response:  Bank stabilization measures will be applied only where they are environmentally 
beneficial, e.g., reaches of Isle du Bois Creek with highly unstable and failing banks, such as 
outside bends along agricultural fields lacking riparian zones.  No bank stabilization measures 
will be applied in areas that have good, well-established vegetative cover and are not vulnerable 
to continued erosive degradation.   

Comment:  There appears to be a discrepancy between Figure 2-3 from the Preliminary 
Jurisdictional Wetland Determination Report and Figure 2-2 from the Mitigation Plan.  There are 
also scale discrepancies in some of Holcim’s maps.   
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Response:  The USACE will impose conditions to ensure that Holcim will not impact any 
wetlands along Isle du Bois Creek, including wetlands on the south side of Isle du Bois Creek in 
the vicinity of the cement plant.  Holcim must ensure that the cement plant design, including the 
cement plant, rail spur, cement plant sedimentation basin, and road crossings, will avoid the 
original wetland delineation lines in the Preliminary Jurisdictional Wetland Determination 
Report (PJWDR).  Those original wetland delineation lines were approved by the USACE in its 
19 September2002 Jurisdictional Determination.   

With regard to the alleged discrepancy, Holcim determined that after the PJWDR was issued, 
Holcim’s consultant, Harding ESE, used GPS (global positioning system) data to determine a 
more precise wetland boundary line in the vicinity of the cement plant.  The original line in the 
PJWDR (Figure 2-3), which was based on aerial photography, generally followed the top of the 
bank along Isle du Bois Creek.  The modified (GPS) line followed the actual (lower) wetland 
boundaries more accurately, and was used in Holcim’s subsequent diagrams and figures 
(including Figure 2-2, Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan).  However, due to an oversight, the 
modified line was not communicated to the USACE or approved.  Therefore, even though the 
modified line is accurate, Holcim will use the original (PJWDR) wetland boundary line in order 
to ensure there is no question that Holcim is fulfilling its commitment to avoid wetlands along 
Isle du Bois Creek.  As stated, Holcim will ensure that the design of the cement plant, rail spur, 
sedimentation basin, and road crossings will not impact the wetlands along southern Isle du Bois 
Creek.   

The USACE does not understand the comment regarding scale discrepancies in some of the 
maps.  The USACE is not aware of any scale discrepancies in the various project maps.   

Comment:  Your office determined that wetlands within the plant’s footprint were determined 
non-jurisdictional due to the SWANCC ruling.  Please provide EPA with documentation on how 
this decision was made, and updates to any maps. 

Response:  See the USACE’s 19 September 2002 approved Jurisdictional Determination.  

12.1.4.7 Quarry Impacts and Reclamation 

Comment:  EPA stated that the mining of limestone would directly impact 2,000 acres.  EPA 
stated that the Companion Report did not provide sufficient detail about the reclamation plan.  
EPA asked how the streams and seeps in the quarry would be enhanced and how the process 
would be monitored.  EPA questioned whether the streams and seeps could be enhanced given 
the total change in geomorphology.  EPA stated a concern that available topsoil may be too 
shallow and limited to enhance the upland deciduous forested areas.  EPA asked whether native 
or introduced grass species would be used, and how Holcim would determine where trees should 
be re-planted.  EPA stated its concern that reclamation would be insufficient to mitigate for 
ecological losses at the site and recommended use of the 10 ecological processes outlined 
elsewhere in EPA’s comments to determine the impacts as well as design a better 
reclamation/mitigation plan.  EPA further stated that habitat corridors should be designed as part 
of the alternative plan to allow for migration and refuge of flora and fauna.    
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In its 19 December 2002 letter, EPA also stated: The stream restoration plan is vague and raises 
questions about the likelihood of mitigation success.  For example, the report should address the 
anticipated elevations of the reclaimed area, and how the new elevations will affect the gradient 
of the restored channels.  The existing tributaries on the site are generally characterized as rocky 
non-vegetated beds that contain flow seasonally.  Many are also fed by seeps and springs which 
provide habitat for flora and fauna such as frogs, salamanders, and liverworts.  In addition, the 
water quality for these tributaries is probably very good because the area is forested throughout, 
and these tributaries are partially spring fed.  The land after reclamation is going to be very 
different.  The trees will not be re-established for many years, the springs will be gone, and the 
stream gradients will be much lower.  All of these factors will create an entirely different aquatic 
environment, and these impacts should be thoroughly analyzed.  The mitigation plan needs to 
specify who will be doing the stream restoration, considering the scale and complexity. 

Response:  Holcim has applied to the USACE for a permit that would authorize impacts to 
jurisdictional waters within the “100+ years” quarry boundary, as identified in the public notice, 
Sheet 8 of 10.  The “100+ years” quarry boundary extends to the outside line of the block 
marked “100+ years” on Sheet 8 of 10.  The total land area within the “100+ years” quarry 
boundary is approximately 1,261 acres.   

Holcim has also applied to MDNR to expand Holcim’s existing land reclamation permit to 
authorize quarry activities for 100 years up to the “100+ years” quarry boundary.  (In order to get 
the rock needed for the construction of the access road, Holcim obtained a land reclamation 
permit from MDNR in 2000, which authorized additional quarrying in a 64-acre area where the 
former quarry on the project site had been located.) 
 
Holcim has also identified the “ultimate extent of the quarry” boundary as shown on Sheet 8 of 
10.  The total area within the “ultimate extent of the quarry” boundary is approximately 1,627 
acres.  If additional limestone reserves are ever required beyond the “100+ years” quarry 
boundary, Holcim would have to apply to the USACE for authorization to impact jurisdictional 
waters in the area between the “100+ years” quarry boundary and the “ultimate extent of the 
quarry” boundary, and to MDNR for authorization to quarry the additional acreage.  In the 
meantime, the 366-acre area between the “100+ years” quarry boundary and the “ultimate extent 
of the quarry” boundary would remain undisturbed forested land contiguous with the buffer area, 
and would not be directly utilized under the USACE permit.  

It is important to recognize that impacts to the uplands within the quarry would not occur all at 
once.  Instead, impacts would occur sequentially, and be reclaimed or mitigated sequentially, 
over the permitted term of the quarry.  The proposed quarry plan concentrates the quarrying 
operations into discrete sections and, therefore, limits the impacts to relatively small areas at any 
one time, especially in view of the reclamation that would occur.  A large tract of undisturbed 
area within the quarry would be maintained for many years.  This undisturbed land would form a 
contiguous tract with the buffer and, therefore, benefit wildlife. 
 
In the first three years of the project (initial construction and development), the following 
impacts would occur: 47 acres for the harbor and associated infrastructure, 14 acres for the 
cement plant sedimentation basin, and, within the quarry boundary, 227 acres – consisting of 
approximately 109 acres for the Old Quarry Hollow fill area, 54 acres for the Raddy Hollow fill 
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area, 13 acres for the topsoil storage area, and 51 additional acres for the cement plant.  (Note:  
Approximately 56 acres in the area of the former quarry that will be required for the cement 
plant were previously impacted during construction of the access road).   
 
Development of the quarry will occur at an average rate of about 12 acres per year.  (Note: 
During the first 10 years of quarry operations, the quarry will advance at an average rate of 
approximately 18 acres per year.  In addition, the first 10 years of quarry operations will involve 
a 27-acre expansion of the Raddy Hollow fill area in year 4, and a 28-acre expansion of the 
Raddy Hollow fill area in year 7).  After the first 10 years, quarry advancement will begin to 
slow down so that after 50 years, the quarry is advancing at an average rate of only 
approximately 8-10 acres per year.)     
 
No more than approximately 200 acres will be actively quarried at one time.  After the first 8-10 
years of quarry operations, reclamation will begin in accordance with MDNR land reclamation 
requirements. 

The quarry plan consists of initially opening two quarry faces (west and east faces).  The 
quarrying of the two faces would allow the extraction of raw materials to obtain the correct 
mixture for cement manufacture.  The quarry sequence in 5-year and then 10-year increments for 
the 100+ year life of the quarry is presented in Sheet 8 of 10 of the public notice.  

The West Quarry initially would be approximately 1,000 feet in width, starting at the western 
valley wall of Raddy Hollow, and the face would advance to the southwest.  The East Quarry 
face (approximately 800 feet long) would start on the eastern valley wall of Raddy Hollow and 
progress to the east, toward the bluffs along the Mississippi River.  The East Quarry would 
proceed along the bluffs to a point near Old Quarry Hollow (Hollows D and E).  At 
approximately 30-40 years, the East Quarry would then turn to the northwest in order to connect 
with the south flank of the West Quarry.  After that point, the East Quarry would continue as 
shown on Sheet 8 of 10.  For example, impacts to Wolf Hollow would not begin to occur until 
approximately 50-60 years.  

Holcim has developed and submitted to MDNR a Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy for the 
quarry.  Holcim’s Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy (Reclamation Strategy) would mitigate 
the environmental impacts of the quarry.  The Reclamation Strategy has been refined since the 
comments were submitted.  The first version of the Reclamation Strategy as described in the 
Companion Report was in part based on consultations with the MDNR Water Pollution Control 
Program, and incorporated certain water quality objectives recommended by MDNR’s 401 water 
quality certification staff.  The Reclamation Strategy has been revised twice to reflect project 
modifications, such as avoidance and withdrawal of the hollows north of Isle du Bois Creek.   

The principal objectives of the Reclamation Strategy would be to reconstruct the existing rugged 
upland topography, at a lower elevation, and replace the jurisdictional intermittent stream 
systems, to the extent practical, using fluvial geomorphology and state-of-the-art methods and 
practices.  Reclaimed areas would be seeded and planted with native vegetation species that 
would re-establish the forest and provide a range of wildlife habitats.  Small ponds would be 
created to provide additional upland aquatic habitat.  A lake with vegetated fringes would cover  
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approximately the eastern one-third of the quarry.  In addition, even before quarry operations 
begin, Holcim would begin stream mitigation by enhancing the Isle du Bois Creek riparian 
corridor and restoring the Lee Island slough.   

The undisturbed areas on the project site would be integrated with reclaimed areas to provide the 
largest contiguous wildlife habitat possible.  Some areas would not be quarried for many years.  
These areas would be maintained in a natural condition until quarried and then integrated with 
the undisturbed and/or reclaimed areas to provide contiguous wildlife habitats.  An extensive 
buffer area extends around most of the proposed quarry.  The buffer area and the undisturbed 
areas would be maintained in a natural condition (beneficial conservation measures will be 
applied) and would provide a “seed bank” for the reclaimed areas.  The Reclamation Strategy 
would be integrated with the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, and the conservation 
measures that Holcim proposed in its BA.   

Holcim has provided cross-sections showing a profile of the anticipated elevations of the 
reclaimed topography.  See Holcim’s Land Reclamation Permit Application, Exhibit D.  
Generally, the anticipated elevations of the area that will contain reconstructed jurisdictional 
intermittent streams are approximately 50 percent of the original elevations.   

Holcim realizes that it is not possible to reconstruct the same heights in the topography present at 
the site.  However, Holcim can use state-of-the-art techniques to re-create physical structure and 
features that will provide hydrologic, water quality, and aquatic habitat functions similar to the 
existing jurisdictional intermittent streams.  Lower stream gradients will facilitate the use of 
measures to prevent erosion and the establishment of features such as riffle/pool complexes that 
will provide aquatic habitat. 

Based on these objectives, the Reclamation Strategy (including stream mitigation) satisfactorily 
addresses EPA’s concerns.  As to specific concerns about the viability of stream restoration, 
Holcim realizes that it is not possible to reconstruct the same heights in the topography present at 
the site.  However, Holcim can use state-of-the-art techniques to re-create physical structure and 
features that would provide hydrologic, water quality, and aquatic habitat functions similar to the 
existing jurisdictional intermittent streams.  In its 13 November 2002 water quality certification, 
the MDNR has imposed conditions that would require monitoring to ensure success of stream 
mitigation.  If success were not achieved, Holcim would be required to undertake additional 
mitigation, including off-site mitigation if necessary.  The USACE would have authority to 
require and enforce successful mitigation under the Department of the Army permit.  The 
conditions in the MDNR water quality certification would also be requirements of the 
Department of the Army permit, providing additional safeguard to ensure successful mitigation 
in the upland jurisdictional areas. 

With regard to any concerns about timing, it is not possible to begin reclamation until sufficient 
area exists to reclaim.  At the MDNR land reclamation hearing, the Land Reclamation 
Commission Staff Director agreed that it is necessary to open approximately 200 acres of the 
quarry prior to starting reclamation.  However, even before any quarry operations commence 
(which would not occur until after cement plant construction begins), Holcim would be required 
to begin stream restoration along Isle du Bois Creek and the Lee Island slough.  This mitigation 
would be in place quickly and would compensate for impacts that would be caused during the 
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first 8-10 years of quarry operations (only approximately one-half mile of jurisdictional 
intermittent stream would be impacted during this time, in Raddy Hollow).  Once reclamation 
starts, it would continue in phases as the quarry advances.   

Therefore, environmental impacts would be mitigated on an ongoing basis as the quarry 
proceeds, unlike many other quarry reclamations in Missouri, where reclamation has not begun 
until after all quarry activity has ceased.  In addition, Holcim would reclaim the land more 
closely to its previous condition (e.g., natural contours, although at a lower elevation) than is 
typically required for quarries.  In fact, Missouri’s Land Reclamation Act generally only requires 
the re-creation of rolling topography suitable for agricultural use.  RsMO 444.774.1.  In 
summary, Holcim’s Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy commits Holcim to an outstanding 
restoration effort that would mitigate the environmental impacts from the quarry.  Holcim is fully 
capable of and experienced in meeting its land reclamation commitments, as evidenced by the 
Missouri Land Reclamation Award the company received in 1993 for its land reclamation 
program at the Clarksville, Missouri plant. 

Evidence from the MDNR land reclamation hearing further supports the USACE’s determination 
that Holcim’s reclamation will be successful.  At the hearing, two expert witnesses, including the 
Dean of the School of Mines at the University of Missouri-Rolla, testified that Holcim’s 
reclamation plan is technically feasible, well designed, and can be efficiently implemented in 
conjunction with the mining plan (even considering that Holcim has committed to rehandling 
overburden material within the quarry to avoid impacts north of Isle du Bois Creek).  The 
evidence further showed that Holcim’s reclamation plan exceeds the minimum requirements of 
Missouri’s land reclamation statutes and regulations and that Holcim’s reclamation plan is an 
extensive, aggressive plan that demonstrates a commitment to replace and redevelop natural 
habitats in the quarry area.  The Land Reclamation Commission’s Staff Director concurred with 
these conclusions regarding Holcim’s reclamation plan. 

Comment:  EPA became aware of the extent of the proposed reclamation lake on June 24th, 
2002.  There will be a large amount of water on the site that will have to be diverted during 
various phases of mining.  We are concerned about how water will be handled on site through 
sedimentation basins and best management practices.  The environmental review should address 
whether BMP’s will be enough to replicate the natural functions of hundreds of acres of forest.  
Holcim has stated that once reclamation is complete, active management of the lake water levels 
will be discontinued.  Holcim also anticipates that lake level will reach an equilibrium with 
groundwater levels in the area.  We are concerned that the water quality of the lake, surface 
water run-off in storm events impacting Isle du Bois Creek or the Mississippi River, and impacts 
to groundwater have not been sufficiently addressed.  Additional discussion among the 
concerned resource agencies on the specifics of the reclamation lake and how it will affect the 
Mississippi River is needed. 

Response:  This comment mixes the concept of water management in the active quarry with 
issues regarding the lake upon completion of reclamation.  The question as to whether BMP’s 
will be enough to replicate the natural functions of hundreds of acres of forest is misplaced.  
Holcim has never made such a claim for BMPs – they are only one part of the mitigation which 
has been proposed to compensate for impacts to the quarry.  That mitigation includes the Long  
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Term Land Reclamation Strategy, the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, the conservation 
measures in the Biological Assessment, and other stormwater controls such as the sedimentation 
basins. 

The handling of water in the quarry before reclamation is complete, including performance 
standards for sedimentation basins and best management practices, has been addressed in the 
Water Resources and Hydrology Report, Vol. I, pp. 36-39.  To clarify, there will be one 
sedimentation basin – at the base of Raddy Hollow – for excess water from the quarry.  All 
excess water from the quarry will be directed to the Raddy Hollow sedimentation basin, either 
through gravity or pumping as needed.  The Raddy Hollow sedimentation basin will ensure that 
stormwater run-off from the quarry will not have a significant impact on Isle du Bois Creek 
water quality.  Once the quarry advances to the area where the lake will be formed, water may be 
allowed to accumulate in sections that are separated from the active part of the quarry by 
limestone walls or similar formations left in place.  Stormwater in the Old Quarry Hollow will be 
managed by the Old Quarry Hollow sedimentation basin, as explained in the Water Resources 
and Hydrology Report, Vol. I, pp. 75-78.   

The USACE believes that potential impacts of the lake upon completion of reclamation have 
been adequately addressed.  It should be noted that lakes or other water impoundments which are 
not actively managed are common features in various quarry reclamation efforts throughout the 
United States.   

The water source for the lake will consist of precipitation run-off and some groundwater.  The 
post-reclamation run-off that will fill the lake will drain over the undisturbed buffer area and 
over reclaimed, stabilized, and revegetated land.  Given proper land reclamation construction and 
management, this run-off is expected to meet state water quality standards.  No development, 
including that associated with the cement plant, will drain into the lake.     

Based on hydrogeological testing performed by Holcim, the bedrock (Plattin Limestone) in the 
area of the proposed quarry and the bluffs is well indurated (hard and dense) with few permeable 
features.  As a result, the rock underlying the quarry excavation area and in the walls has 
generally low permeability and does not transmit groundwater rapidly.   

Any groundwater that is slowly contributed to the lake will be equal in quality to the naturally 
occurring water in the Plattin Limestone.  This water is believed to be fit for human consumption 
and therefore of good quality.   

Because the water in the lake from run-off and groundwater will be of good quality, lake water 
should not cause any degradation of groundwater quality.  See the Water Resources and 
Hydrology Report, Vol. I, pp. 58-60.   

Given static water level conditions of the Mississippi River and Isle du Bois Creek, and normal 
low volume run-off into the lake, the surface water level in the lake will tend to rise to but not 
exceed the potentiometric level of the groundwater in the Plattin Limestone.  Under non-static 
conditions, the groundwater level in the Plattin Limestone is always adjusting to match the  
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elevation of the alluvial aquifers of the Mississippi River and Isle du Bois Creek, which are 
primarily governed by their respective surface water levels.  This dynamic continual process of 
recharge and discharge may cause the lake level to rise, fall, or remain essentially static.     
 
Holcim will utilize best engineering practices and land reclamation techniques to ensure that Old 
Quarry Hollow will not be a possible avenue for Mississippi River incursion or discharge from 
the lake to the Mississippi River.  Within the quarry boundary, a berm will be constructed in Old 
Quarry Hollow to protect the quarry operations from inflow from the Mississippi River during 
severe flooding, up to the 500 year flood event (411 feet above mean sea level).  This berm will 
be constructed at the approximate time the quarry first begins to reach the Old Quarry Hollow 
area. 
 
Through the land reclamation process, Holcim will design the final elevation of the Raddy 
Hollow spillway to be below the elevation of the Old Quarry Hollow berm structure, and thus be 
the single point of lake discharge or Mississippi River inflow.  Mississippi River inflow through 
the Raddy Hollow spillway could only occur during extreme flood events (i.e., 500-year flood), 
which would naturally have already impacted downstream waters such as Isle du Bois Creek and 
associated wetlands.   

In the event of unusually heavy rainfall prior to completion of reclamation, water will discharge 
through the Raddy Hollow sedimentation basin, where it will be controlled and managed prior to 
release.  After completion of land reclamation, any discharge from the lake due to unusually 
heavy rainfall would occur through the Raddy Hollow spillway.  Because lake water quality is 
expected to meet Missouri water quality standards, any discharge of excess lake water would not 
adversely impact Isle du Bois Creek or the Mississippi River. 

Comment:  Upland aquatic ponds should be created at a higher density than proposed by Holcim, 
with ponds being no farther than 1000 meters apart.  This will help to restore metapopulation 
dynamics.  These ponds should not be stocked with fish.  Keeping them free of fish predators 
will allow for greater larval success of amphibians.  The pond banks should be gently sloping, 
with diversity in shape and contours within each pond.  The hydroperiods should be varied so 
that different species have windows in which to breed without competition.  Ponds such as these 
are very important for the survival of amphibians, turtles, and water snake species.  EPA 
recommends that these sites as well as all restoration/mitigation be protected in perpetuity 
regardless of future changes in jurisdiction. 

Response:  This comment accepts the principle that upland ponds may constitute viable 
mitigation for impacts to aquatic resources.  The USACE believes that Holcim’s proposed 
density for ponds is appropriate.  Holcim’s proposal for one pond every 50 acres would actually 
result in a greater density than placing ponds 1000 meters apart.  EPA’s specific suggestions 
regarding stocking and shape of ponds may be incorporated into the development of the final 
mitigation and reclamation plans as determined appropriate by the USACE and MDNR.   

Comment:  As mentioned previously the distance of streams that will be impacted needs to be 
clarified for purposes of reclamation.   

Response:  See response to similar comment, above, regarding 18+ miles of stream impacts. 
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Comment:  There is a discrepancy between reports and discussions with Holcim concerning the 
amount of development that will occur at the end of the project.  The Reclamation Strategy 
suggests that there will be approximately seven percent development including residential, 
industrial, and recreational.  It is recommended that the site be deeded solely as a natural area 
upon project completion. 

Response:  The USACE does not know what discrepancy is referenced.  The Long Term Land 
Reclamation Strategy states that the land use of the reclaimed area will be: “Wildlife – Greater 
than 58% (forested or other habitat with livestock excluded) . . . Development - Approximately 
7% (residential, industrial and recreational) . . . [and] Water impoundments - (less than 35% . . . 
a lake on the East side of the quarry and a series of upland ponds).”  The 7% figure for 
“development” refers only to the cement plant, which will still be in existence at the end of the 
100-year permitted life of the quarry.  The parenthetical (“residential, industrial and 
recreational”) does not indicate that Holcim plans any other kind of development, but simply 
follows the language of the Missouri land reclamation rules, which require that reclaimed areas 
shall be able to support one or more of the following uses:  (1) wildlife habitat, (2) agricultural, 
(3) development (“areas that will be utilized as home sites, industrial development and 
recreational sites”), and (4) water impoundments.  10 CSR 40-10.050.   

Holcim will comply with deed restrictions required by the USACE and MDNR to protect 
mitigation areas.  However, there is no statutory or regulatory authority for imposition of deed 
restrictions on the entire project site, buffer area, or quarry.     

Comment:  Restoring the quarry area to its present condition, even using the best restoration 
techniques, is highly unlikely.  Monitoring and success measures should be developed for areas 
to be impacted.  If a reclamation site does not meet its performance measures or water quality 
impacts occur, the mining in other areas of the quarry should be put on hold until the problem is 
corrected.  EPA recommends that a performance bond be established to ensure that all 
reclamation, mitigation, and monitoring is implemented.  There are opportunities to change the 
mining schedule to better facilitate adjacency between non-mined areas and reclaimed areas.  If a 
newly reclaimed area is surrounded by open mining there is little chance for animal species to 
move in and inhabit that area. 

Response:  The USACE believes that Holcim is committed to an outstanding reclamation effort 
that will exceed minimum regulatory requirements.  Monitoring and success measures will be 
developed by the Corps and MDNR as part of permitting/water quality certification.  Under 
Missouri’s Land Reclamation Program, Holcim will be required to post a series of performance 
bonds as the quarry progresses that cannot be released until reclamation in each covered area is 
satisfactorily completed.   

Holcim’s quarry experts have done a thorough job of creating a mining plan that balances the 
company’s need for the correct mix of raw materials with keeping undisturbed forested areas 
adjacent to successfully reclaimed areas.  A review of the mining plan, sheet 8 of 10 to the public 
notice, shows that the amount of undisturbed forested area, including the buffer area and those 
portions of the quarry that will not be reached until later, will be maximized throughout the life 
of the project.  For example, Wolf and Longs Hollows will not be first impacted until at least 50  



 

 
156 

 

and 70 years, respectively, after the start of the project.  Until then, Wolf and Longs Hollows will 
be part of the undisturbed area of the quarry, which will remain contiguous with the substantial 
buffer area.   

As stated previously, expert testimony at the MDNR land reclamation permit hearing confirmed 
the technical feasibility of Holcim’s reclamation plan.   

12.1.4.8 Endangered and Threatened Species 

Comment:  EPA generally stated there could be significant impacts on threatened or endangered 
species, and recommended identification and avoidance of critical habitat.  

Response:  See discussion of similar comment by FWS in section 12.2 of this document. 

12.1.4.9 Migratory Birds and Other Bird Species 

Comment:  EPA joined other commenters in requesting that Holcim look at the overall impact of 
the project on migratory birds.     

Response:  See discussion of similar comment by FWS in section 12.2 of this document. 

12.1.4.10 Other Wildlife Species 

Comment:  EPA raised additional concerns about various species, stating that a study should be 
conducted as to relocating amphibians and reptiles prior to blasting.    

Response:  Holcim has conducted an Amphibian and Reptile Relocation Study.  The study 
identified certain amphibians and reptiles that could be relocated to undisturbed areas on-site 
such as the wetland mitigation area or the buffer, or to an off-site location.  The USACE would 
require and be the lead agency in assessing a pilot test to further evaluate the possibility of 
relocating certain species, followed by full-scale relocation if the pilot study is successful.  It 
should be noted that in the study, the northern crawfish frog was identified as being present due 
to calls that were heard from Wetland B.  Since the study was submitted, further efforts were 
made to locate this frog during the spring season; however, no calls have been heard from 
Wetland B or nearby areas and there have been no sightings of this species. 

Comment:  In its 19 December 2002 letter, EPA further stated: We have reviewed the 
“Amphibian and Reptile Relocation Study for the Proposed Holcim (US) Inc. Lee Island Project” 
and offer the following comments.  The study states that impacts to herpetofauna are 
unavoidable.  Thirty-one herp species will be impacted.  While no state or federal listed species 
were found at the site, the species diversity is exceptional.  Many of the areas where unique 
species were found occur at stream segments that are being classified as non-jurisdictional.  
These streams are free from fish species that would predate on the larvae of frogs, toads and 
salamanders.  The microhabitat of the intermittent streams allows these species to stay moist and 
cool.  The narrow ecological niche of the salamander species will be most difficult to find 
relocation sites, or to recreate.  Reclamation would be considered highly successful if these 
species returned to previously mined sites. 
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Movement of many of the herp species juveniles from the buffer zone into reclaimed areas will 
be limited until a forest canopy develops.  As mentioned before, we recommend that the mining 
schedule be adjusted to allow for adjacency of non-impacted forested areas to successfully 
reclaimed areas.   

Relocation should only be attempted in areas where disease or competition would not impact 
resident species.  It would be beneficial if there are opportunities within the mining/reclamation 
schedule to relocate species to reclaimed sites that have had time to meet strict success measures.  
As mentioned previously creating a higher density of upland ponds with a diversity of 
hydroperiods will help facilitate herp re-colonization. 

Amphibian, reptile and turtle species are declining at an alarming rate because of habitat loss.  
With the recent SWANCC decision many breeding and habitat sites are no longer considered 
jurisdictional and their increasing loss will likely exacerbate these already at-risk species.  Due to 
the difficulty in recreating the unique habitats that these species require, we recommend 
protecting existing populations off-site with a conservation easement. 

Response:  Holcim’s quarry experts have done a thorough job of creating a mining plan that 
balances the company’s need for the correct mix of raw materials with keeping undisturbed 
forested areas adjacent to successfully reclaimed areas.  A review of the mining plan, sheet 8 of 
10 to the public notice, shows that the amount of undisturbed forested area, including the buffer 
area and those portions of the quarry that will not be reached until later, will be maximized 
throughout the life of the project.     

It was EPA that originally recommended Holcim study the possibility of relocating amphibians 
and reptiles prior to blasting.  In response, Holcim conducted an Amphibian and Reptile 
Relocation Study.  The study identified certain amphibians and reptiles that could be relocated to 
undisturbed areas on-site such as the wetland mitigation area or the buffer area, or to an off-site 
location.  The USACE and Holcim acknowledge that additional study, including analysis of the 
carrying capacity of proposed habitat, would be required to determine the feasibility of relocating 
specific amphibians and reptiles.  A pilot test to investigate on-site and off-site options could be 
performed to further evaluate the possibility of relocating certain species.  If relocation is 
determined feasible, a detailed plan would be developed.  Holcim will comply with deed 
restrictions required by the USACE and MDNR to protect mitigation areas.  However, there is 
no statutory or regulatory authority for imposition of conservation easements on relocation sites.     

Comment:  EPA stated that population dynamics of small and rare species need to be evaluated, 
and special focus should be placed on protecting those species.  

Response:  Holcim’s conservation measures (see section 9.0 of the BA), Long-Term Land 
Reclamation Strategy, and Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan are based on the principle of 
habitat management for all species rather than singling out any particular species for protection.  
The mitigation, reclamation, and buffer areas would be managed as habitat for all species.   

12.1.4.11 Habitat and Ecosystem Concerns 

Comment:  EPA stated that the project has the capacity to alter the ecological processes of a 
substantial area that contains a number of diverse habitat types, and that preparing an EIS would 
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provide the means by which to assess the consequences of the project on the ecosystem.  EPA 
stated that impacts to the following “10 ecological processes” should be evaluated: (1) habitats 
critical to ecological processes, (2) pattern and connectivity of habitat patches, (3) disturbance 
regime, (4) structural complexity, (5) hydrological patterns, (6) nutrient cycling, (7) purification 
services, (8) biotic interactions, (9) population dynamics, and (10) genetic diversity.  EPA further 
recommended a detailed ecological study of the aquatic habitats on-site which addresses the “10 
ecological processes” as an aid to designing a mitigation and reclamation plan.  (1) 

Response:  The “10 ecological processes” methodology recommended by EPA is not required by 
any EPA or USACE regulations.  The methodology does not appear to be in widespread use by 
EPA, the USACE, or applicants.  During the 15 February 2001 inter-agency meeting, the EPA 
representative acknowledged that she was not very familiar with the methodology, had not used 
it, and that it would be difficult to apply.   

Despite the abstract and non-binding nature of the methodology, many of its principles have 
been applied in the environmental study and review of this project, effectively addressing EPA’s 
concerns.  In particular, one of the fundamental purposes of the methodology – to improve ways 
of mitigating adverse effects on ecological processes – is fulfilled by Holcim’s mitigation plan, 
reclamation strategy, and conservation measures. 

See also discussion in section 6.10 of this document.   

Comment:  EPA stated that critical habitats should be identified and avoided if possible.  

Response:  There is no designated critical habitat for any threatened or endangered species at the 
project site.  Very early in the project, Holcim consulted with the agencies including EPA and 
FWS to determine if they were aware of any critical habitat at the project site.  None was 
identified. 

Comment:  EPA stated the project would fragment a 4,000-acre tract of forest.  

Response:  The existing forest already exhibits some habitat fragmentation due to previous 
disturbance, including selective logging by previous landowners, the former (abandoned) 
quarries, and the ridge top roads.  The presence of the brown-headed cowbird found by the 
World Bird Sanctuary provides evidence that some habitat fragmentation has already occurred.  
See the Spring Migratory and Summer Breeding Bird Site Assessment, pp. 9, 12.  In addition, 
many of the limestone and dolomite glades are dominated by red cedars.  In some cases, the 
removal of the cedars should enhance plant diversity. 

One beneficial aspect of the project would be the preservation of a large, undisturbed, primarily 
forested buffer area.  Due to project modifications to avoid North and Hickory Hollows, the 
buffer would now include all of the area north of Isle du Bois Creek.  In all, approximately 2,200 
acres of the approximately 3,916 acre project site would be preserved in the buffer area and 
managed to enhance its habitat value.  In addition, large portions of the forest within the 
proposed quarry would not be disturbed for many years and would remain contiguous with the 
buffer until they are reached. 
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Holcim’s mitigation and reclamation would also re-establish substantial tracts of forest.  As part 
of Holcim’s wetland and stream mitigation, forested areas would be created or enhanced on 
southern Lee Island and along the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor.  After initial opening of 
the proposed quarry, Holcim’s Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy would ensure that native 
tree species are re-planted.  Over time, the quarry reclamation plan would re-establish a 
significant area of forest that would also be contiguous with the buffer.       

After a tour of the project site, MDC’s Forest Management Chief, Carl Hauser, in a letter dated  
7 January 2002 stated that Holcim’s site management and reclamation plans should maintain 
thousands of acres of forest and wildlife habitat.   

Comment:  Rare habitats that exist on the site, such as the Dolomite glade, were not evaluated in 
detail because the project is not intended to directly impact these areas.  Although there would 
not be direct impacts, there will be numerous indirect impacts to these plant communities due to 
quarry activities, traffic along roads, and air deposition of dust and toxins.  We recommend that 
these indirect impacts should be considered as part of the permit decision. 

Response:  The Vegetation Survey and Community Type Map was a comprehensive study of the 
project site.  In addition to areas that would be impacted, rare habitats, such as the sandstone 
forest and the dolomite glade, were evaluated in the Vegetation Survey and Community Type 
Map.  See p. 10.  Potential indirect impacts to these areas from quarry activity and traffic are not 
considered significant.  See response regarding air deposition, above. 

12.1.4.12 Air Quality Impacts 

Comment:  EPA stated that air quality compliance information should be provided for the 
Clarksville plant.    

Response:  Holcim has provided Clarksville air quality compliance information in section 6.11 of 
this Response to Comments.  In summary, the Clarksville plant has a good record of compliance 
with air quality standards.  The Clarksville plant has maintained compliance with Missouri air 
regulations over the past five years, with a few isolated exceptions.  On those relatively few 
occasions when air permit limits have been exceeded at the Clarksville plant, Holcim has taken 
appropriate corrective action and resolved outstanding issues with the regulatory agency 
involved.  Holcim is committed to operating the Clarksville plant in an environmentally 
responsible manner.  

12.1.4.13 Historic and Cultural Resources 

Comment:  EPA stated that issues concerning “historical preservation” should be addressed.    

Response:  Holcim has properly addressed historic and cultural resource issues.  Even before the 
permit application was submitted, Holcim performed a “Phase I” cultural resource survey at the 
project site, which identified a number of prehistoric, historic and modern architectural sites.  In 
coordination with the responsible government agency, the Missouri State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), only five of the prehistoric sites were determined potentially eligible for  
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inclusion on the National Registry of Historic Places.  Of those five sites, only one – a 
prehistoric Native American field camp – would actually be impacted by the project.  This site is 
referred to as “23SG1.”   

Subsequently, Holcim performed a “Phase II” investigation of Site 23SG1.  This work resulted in 
a January 2, 2002 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), under section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act, between the USACE, the SHPO, and Holcim.  The MOA primarily 
addresses the recovery of significant information from Site 23SG1.  However, as a precaution, 
the MOA also provides that Holcim would protect any historic sites potentially eligible for 
inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places, should they be determined in the future to 
be affected by the project.   

The MOA provides for the handling of Site 23SG1 by means of a “Phase III” “data recovery” 
operation.  Data recovery operations would be conducted in accordance with a plan attached to 
the MOA.  The operations would be carried out by trained archaeologists, who would conduct a 
field investigation and excavation, in accordance with standard Department of the Interior 
procedures to collect all significant cultural artifacts and deposits.  All recovered material would 
be returned to a laboratory where it would be washed, sorted and cataloged.  As appropriate, 
some of the material would be tested or analyzed using specialized techniques such as 
radiocarbon dating.  A report would be provided within 12 months to the SHPO.  All recovered 
material and records would be permanently curated at the Division of American Archaeology, 
University of Missouri, Columbia, or approved alternate location. 

Efforts were made during the development of the MOA to coordinate with Native American 
groups that might have an interest in the various prehistoric sites at the project site.  However, no 
Native American tribes were identified with religious or cultural interests or concerns that would 
be affected by the project.   

Pursuant to the MOA, historic and cultural resources at the project site would be handled 
properly under the requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act and state regulations.  
The Phase III data recovery operation at Site 23SG1 would ensure there would be no significant 
impacts related to historic and cultural resources because the artifacts from this location would 
be collected removed and preserved.  

12.1.4.14 Environmental Justice 

Comment:  EPA stated that issues of “environmental justice” should be addressed.  EPA 
provided no further details.   

Response:  No comments were submitted that raised any specific environmental justice issues.   
Granting the permit would not be discriminatory or unfair to any minority or low-income 
population, especially since any potential adverse environmental impacts would be mitigated to 
insignificance.   

12.1.4.15 Indirect, Secondary and Cumulative Impacts 

Comment:  EPA recommended analysis of indirect, secondary, and cumulative impacts to waters 
of the United States.  EPA requested analysis of the cumulative impacts of effluent discharges, 
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stormwater discharges, and habitat impacts from barging on the Mississippi River, and analysis 
of the cumulative and indirect impacts of filling in flood plain wetlands on the Mississippi River.  

Response:  The USACE considered indirect, secondary, and cumulative impacts in preparation 
of the EA and as discussed below.   

Indirect impacts.  Indirect impacts or effects are those that are caused by an action and are later 
in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable.  However, for a 
particular effect to require consideration under NEPA, there must be a reasonably close 
relationship between a change in the physical environment and the effect at issue. 

Under direction of the USACE, Holcim analyzed and addressed indirect impacts of potential 
discharge in various studies, such as the Water Resources and Hydrology Report.  For example, 
the Water Resources and Hydrology Report demonstrated that there would be no adverse indirect 
impacts on Isle du Bois Creek or Mississippi River water quality or hydrology from the 
insignificant changes to stormwater runoff flow and characteristics caused by project 
components such as the cement plant and the quarry.  Sedimentation basins and best 
management practices would be required control runoff to prevent adverse indirect effects to 
receiving waterways.     

The action’s indirect impacts of filling in flood plain wetlands on the Mississippi River should 
result in minimal impacts as the existing wetlands (primarily farmed) are low quality because 
they have been routinely disturbed by agricultural tillage, and herbicide, pesticide, and fertilizer 
applications.  These applied chemicals, to some degree, are indirectly entering the Mississippi 
River and its aquifer.  The current project plans would cause the direct loss of these existing low 
quality wetlands, but Holcim would conduct mitigation actions to create high quality, 
undisturbed wetlands on the remaining portions of southern Lee Island and in farmed areas along 
Isle du Bois Creek, a tributary to the Mississippi River.  The created wetlands would increase the 
values currently provided by the existing farmed wetlands. 

The findings of Holcim’s Mercury Air Emissions Report also demonstrate that air emissions 
from the project would have a negligible effect on aquatic life.   

In addition, the extensive compensatory mitigation associated with this project also decreases the 
indirect effects.  For example, the creation and restoration of wetlands on Lee Island and along 
Isle du Bois Creek offsets the loss of wetland functions, preventing indirect effects that otherwise 
might have resulted from complete (unmitigated) loss of those functions.  The enhancement of 
the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor should benefit birds, fish, and other wildlife using this 
area, as well as the water quality of Isle du Bois Creek and the Mississippi River, with 
corresponding broader indirect benefits for the ecosystem.  If a USACE permit is issued, 
mandatory conditions would require Holcim to apply the methods described in the related studies 
as a mechanism to ensure indirect impacts are avoided.  If the actions fail to meet the expected 
levels of impact control, Holcim would be held accountable for corrective measures, including 
potential mitigation, to stay in compliance with the associated permit conditions.  The USACE 
could issue a compliance order, suspend or revoke the permit, or seek administrative or judicial 
penalties if unacceptable impacts or the degree of Holcim’s corrective measures are not 
demonstrated to the USACE’ satisfaction.   
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Indirect impacts associated with most barge operations are negligible.  Barging operations 
typically occur in the designated navigation channel or existing/permitted facilities along the 
river.  Adequate depths are necessary to support shipment and portage of 9-foot draft depths 
commonly found in loaded barges.  The USACE and Coast Guard routinely limit vessel draft 
depths and barge configurations with varying river stages.  These limiting actions reduce impacts 
which otherwise may indirectly effect natural underwater formations and aquatic habitats during 
low water periods.   

Secondary impacts.  Secondary impacts are another type of indirect effect.  The term typically 
refers to those impacts that result from off-site growth-related effects of a project, such as 
economic growth, increased development, and traffic.  In this case, the project is expected to 
generate some favorable economic growth.  For example, the plant would bring 200 long-term 
jobs and an annual payroll of $10 million to Ste. Genevieve County.  See the Economic Impact 
of the Lee Island Cement Plant in Ste. Genevieve County, a study conducted at Holcim’s request 
by researchers at the Center for Economic and Business Research in the Donald L. Harrison 
School of Business at Southeast Missouri State University.  However, the extent and location of 
ensuing secondary development, such as housing or restaurants, is sufficiently uncertain.   

Even if some new housing or other support establishments are built in the general vicinity of the 
plant, the impact should not be significant enough to change or adversely impact the rural nature 
of the area.  There may be some minor increased local traffic from the project.  This traffic 
would only occur on US Highway 61, a two-lane main road that runs roughly parallel to I-55, 
from about seven miles north of the site to about 12 miles south of the site.  Holcim has proposed 
a new interchange at I-55 that would be constructed relatively near the project site.  If this 
interchange is built as proposed, any increases in local traffic would be confined to a very short 
stretch of Highway 61 near the site.  If a new interchange is not built, there would be some 
additional traffic on Highway 61 from employee vehicles and truck shipments.  However, there 
would not be more than a total of approximately 200 employees spread out over three different 
shifts per day.  In addition, most product shipment would be by barge (80%) or rail (10%).  
Therefore, the increased amount of traffic should be minor, and is not likely to significantly 
affect the carrying capacity of the road or the character of the Ste. Genevieve area.     

Cumulative Impacts.  The USACE has analyzed the impact on the environment, which results 
from the incremental impact of the project when added to other past, present, proposed, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions in the area in which the effects of the project would be felt.  
40 CFR 1508.7; Stewart v. Potts, 126 F.Supp.2d 428 (S.D. Tex. 2000).  The methodology used 
was to determine: (1) the area in which effects of the project may be felt; (2) the impacts that are 
expected in that area from the project; (3) the other actions (past, present, proposed, and 
reasonably foreseeable) that have had or are expected to have impacts in the same area; (4) the 
impacts or expected impacts from these other actions, and (5) the overall impact that can be 
expected if the individual impacts are allowed to accumulate.   

There are three relevant geographic areas – water-related, upland-related, and air quality-related 
– for cumulative impacts analysis, with some overlap.  The area in which water-related effects 
may be felt was determined to be the project site, the middle and lower sections of Isle du Bois  
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Creek, and the Mississippi River from Crystal City in southern Jefferson County to the southern 
boundary of Ste. Genevieve County.  Selection of a portion of the Mississippi River upstream of 
the project site is designed to allow for consideration of potential impacts to fish.   

The area in which upland-related effects may be felt is the area east of Interstate Highway 55 
from Festus-Crystal City in southern Jefferson County to the southern boundary of Ste. 
Genevieve County.  This area was selected in order to consider potential cumulative impacts on 
birds and wildlife from forest fragmentation.   

The area in which air quality-related effects may be felt is the St. Louis ozone nonattainment 
area and the Ste. Genevieve County PSD airshed.   

The complete cumulative impacts analysis for the water-related, upland-related, and air quality-
related geographic areas is provided in the EA.  In summary, it does not appear there would be 
any significant cumulative adverse environmental impact from the incremental impact of this 
project when considered together with other past, present, proposed, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects in the area. 

12.1.4.16 Periodic Permit Review  

Comment:  EPA requested to know how the USACE would periodically re-evaluate the permit, 
given that regulations and technology would certainly evolve.  In its 19 December 2002 letter, 
EPA stated: The St. Louis Corps District has not provided sufficient information on how a 100 
year permit will be managed.  EPA recommends that this is discussed as soon as possible with all 
concerned agencies. 

Response:  The permit would be issued in accordance with USACE regulations, which contain 
provisions for duration of permits and enforcement of permits.  Following established procedure 
would be sufficient to ensure the permit is enforced, reviewed and modified as necessary over 
the years to accommodate changes in circumstances. 

In accordance with 33 CFR 325.6, Duration of Permits, USACE permits may authorize both the 
work and the resulting use.  In general, permits continue in effect until they automatically expire 
or are modified, suspended or revoked.  Permits for the existence of a structure or other activity 
of a permanent nature are usually for an indefinite duration with no expiration date cited.  
Permits for construction work would specify time limits for completing the work or activity.  If 
the authorized work includes periodic maintenance dredging, an expiration date, which shall not 
exceed ten years from issuance, would be established. 

As applied to this project, the permit would authorize the construction of the harbor and the 
fleeting area, with a reasonable time frame for completion and an indefinite period for resulting 
permitted use.  Based on the scope and nature of the quarry operations, which would progress in 
increments of clearing, excavation, and reclamation for 100+ years, a reasonable permit term for 
impacts to the jurisdictional waters in the quarry would be 100 years.  With regard to any 
periodic maintenance dredging that may be required, Holcim would be required to obtain 
additional permits from the USACE.     
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The permit terms and conditions can be enforced by the USACE throughout the life of the 
permit, in accordance with 33 CFR Part 326.  If, for example, at any time Holcim does not 
comply with the requirements of the approved Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, the USACE 
may issue a compliance order, suspend or revoke the permit, or seek administrative or judicial 
penalties.  

Monitoring conditions may be imposed in the permit to ensure periodic review of Holcim’s 
compliance.  33 CFR 326.4 requires district engineers to take reasonable measures to inspect 
permitted activities, as required, to ensure compliance.  Members of the public, and interested 
local, state and federal agencies may report suspected violations to the USACE.   

Additional safeguards are available through the permit modification procedures at 33 CFR 325.7.  
The USACE may, either on its own, at the request of Holcim, or at the request of a third party, 
reevaluate the circumstances and conditions of any permit at any time, and initiate action to 
modify, suspend, or revoke the permit as made necessary by considerations of the public interest.  
This provision provides the USACE with full authority to modify the permit as necessary, 
whenever appropriate.  Moreover, any concerned citizen or agency can request such review at 
any time.   

The USACE will establish a formal permit review schedule.  Permit reviews consisting of a 
meeting between the USACE, interested agencies and Holcim staff may be held to evaluate 
permit status and compliance.  The USACE will establish a timetable based on reasonable 
intervals related to the anticipated progress of the project.  A formal review would be conducted 
at the end of five years, 10 years, and every 10 years thereafter.  At the end of the first five years, 
the harbor and fleeting area, as well as the wetland mitigation construction and planting work 
should be completed.  At the end of 10 years, the progress of the quarry, commencement of 
reclamation activities, and effectiveness of wetland mitigation would be reviewed.  Thereafter, 
quarry progress, reclamation, and stream mitigation would be reviewed at the end of each 10-
year increment of the quarry.   

12.1.4.17 Permit Decision 

Comment:  EPA recommended that the USACE deny the permit based on EPA’s concerns, 
including the lack of sufficient environmental analysis, the lack of potential alternatives 
presented in the alternatives analysis, the significance of the aquatic and ecological impacts, the 
potential ecological significance of the site, the lack of adequate mitigation and monitoring, and 
the finding that the project would result in substantial and unacceptable impacts to aquatic 
resources.      

Response:  During the course of this review and since submission of EPA comments, Holcim has 
made project changes, conducted additional studies, and made efforts to develop the Wetland 
and Stream Mitigation Plan, Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy, conservation measures, and 
stormwater controls to address the concerns that led EPA to recommend permit denial.  EPA’s 
primary concern was for an EIS to ensure the project was thoroughly studied and reviewed.  
Toward that end, EPA participated in formulating a list of issues for additional study and 
analysis.  Holcim provided full cooperation in conducting additional studies and analysis to 
address the concerns of EPA and other commenters.  As a result, the NEPA process has been 
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effectively applied to this project.  It has resulted in a greater understanding of the potential 
impacts, and has been the basis for further avoidance and minimization, as well as development 
of responsible mitigation.  As a result, the project would not have significant impacts on aquatic 
or other ecological resources.  Accordingly, EPA’s specific comment/concerns no longer support 
permit denial.   

Comment:  EPA stated that it had reviewed the report “The Economic Impact of the Lee Island 
Cement Plant in Ste. Genevieve County,” prepared by the Center for Economic and Business 
Research at Southeast Missouri State, and the environmental review should include the 
environmental cost compared to the economic benefit. 

Response:  The report is relevant to the Corps public interest determination, which specifically 
includes the public need for the project.  Environmental “costs” are assessed as part of the NEPA 
review of environmental impacts.   

Comment:  EPA appreciates the work the applicant and fellow resource agency colleagues have 
contributed.  The process has brought many issues to light, and great progress has occurred.  
There are still issues that need to be resolved before this project is permitted.  EPA continues to 
recommend that the project’s cumulative, secondary, and indirect impacts be evaluated. 

Response:  The USACE agrees that substantial additional work has been done to evaluate the 
project and that the project has been improved since the public notice.  Holcim has studied 
numerous aspects of the project in more detail, establishing baseline conditions with more 
certainty and improving the impact analysis in documents such as the Water Resources and 
Hydrology Report and Holcim’s forthcoming Environmental Assessment.  In addition to project 
modifications that reduced impacts, the buffer area was increased, the mitigation and reclamation 
plans were revised and improved, conservation measures were developed, and recommendations 
were adopted, such as the World Bird Sanctuary’s proposals for enhancing bird habitat.  Given 
the very extensive study that has been conducted, the project modifications, and Holcim’s 
proposed mitigation, reclamation, and conservation measures, the USACE believes that issues 
relating to the permitting of this project have been resolved.  Finally, as stated above, the 
USACE’s EA includes analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts.   

12.2 U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS) 

Summary of Comments:  FWS commented by letters dated 1 December 2000, 5 January 2001,   
2 February 2001, and 26 March 2001.  There was a great deal of overlap between the EPA and 
FWS comments.  In summary, FWS stated: (1) the project would have significant impacts on 
fish and wildlife resources; (2) the reclamation and mitigation plans are not adequate, especially 
for the upland wildlife habitat, (3) an EIS should be done, (4) the project would result in 
unacceptable impacts to aquatic resources of national importance, and (5) the USACE should 
deny a permit for the project as proposed.   

In the 1 December 2000 letter, FWS requested an extension of the 30-day comment period.  In 
the 5 January 2001 letter, FWS provided a summary of its findings on the habitat, natural 
features, fish and wildlife resources, and federally-listed threatened and endangered species in 
the project area, questioned what regulatory review process would apply to the permit life, 
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criticized the adequacy of the Companion Report, stated that additional analysis was required to 
determine impacts on movement of aquatic species, stated that more information is needed on 
mining plan alternatives, overburden disposal site alternatives, and off-site alternatives, stated 
that an additional 18+ miles of intermittent and ephemeral streams would be directly impacted, 
stated that direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to water quality and hydrology of Isle du Bois 
Creek and the Mississippi River must be evaluated, questioned whether reclamation would 
enhance the site to existing conditions, stated the proposed mitigation was inadequate, argued 
that under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act upland wildlife habitat must be replaced in-
kind, recommended protection of habitat for the cerulean warbler, stated that four federally listed 
species – Indiana bat, gray bat, bald eagle, and pallid sturgeon – are known to occur in the 
project area, and the Hine’s emerald dragonfly may occur there, provided information about 
these species, disagreed with the Companion Report’s conclusion that there is no suitable 
substrate or nursery habitat within the project vicinity for pallid sturgeon, recommended 
additional survey work for the pallid sturgeon, stated that although not required, candidate 
species (sicklefin and sturgeon chub) should be analyzed, stated that the project should be 
analyzed through an EIS, stated that the project may result in substantial and unacceptable 
impacts to aquatic resources of national importance, and recommended the USACE deny the 
project as proposed.   

In the 2 February 2001 letter, FWS provided its opinion that the project would result in 
substantial and unacceptable impacts to aquatic resources, in order to reserve the option to 
elevate the permit under the USACE-FWS Clean Water Act Section 404(q) Memorandum of 
Agreement.  FWS stated that the proposed activity would result in substantial adverse impacts to 
the Mississippi River and to a large contiguous forest tract containing valuable, relatively 
undisturbed habitats.  FWS continued to recommend denial of the permit, accomplishment of an 
EIS, evaluation of alternatives, and investigation of potential impacts to federally listed species.   

In the 26 March 2001 letter, FWS reiterated its concerns, and recommended that the following 
actions be completed: 

• Evaluate direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on the project area and all watersheds 
that flow into it. 

• Identify alternatives for mining, including use of other existing limestone mines and 
expansion of Holcim facilities in the Midwest. 

• Incorporate into project impact analysis the secondary and cumulative impacts of annual 
maintenance dredging. 

• Do not enhance existing wetland tracts to compensate for loss of wetlands, and enhance 
aquatic habitat to compensate for the loss of streams and rivers.   [Note: this project 
would not result in the “loss” of any river.] 

• Evaluate the effects of air pollutants on water quality, vegetation, and fish and wildlife in 
the project area. 
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• Develop a compensatory mitigation plan for upland wildlife habitat to offset wildlife 
resources permanently lost with the project. 

• Complete habitat suitability surveys for the Hine’s emerald dragonfly and the pallid 
sturgeon. 

• Develop measures to reduce adverse effects to migratory birds. 

Summary Response:  Many of FWS’ comments duplicated EPA’s comments.  For responses to 
the same comments made by both agencies (e.g., claims of significant impacts, requests for 
additional information, recommendations for an EIS, notices that the project would result in 
unacceptable impacts to aquatic resources of national importance), see section 12.1 of this 
Response to Comments (containing USACE’s response to EPA’s comments), and/or the 
applicable sections in Part I of this Response to Comments.  Certain issues that EPA and FWS 
both raised, such as requests for investigations of endangered species and migratory birds, are 
discussed below because they are within FWS’ special expertise.  Other issues raised by FWS 
but not by EPA are also discussed below: 

12.2.1 Aquatic Resource and Upland Habitat Impacts 

Comment:  FWS commented that, in addition to the 3.4 miles of jurisdictional streams, an 
additional 18+ miles of intermittent streams and undetermined subsurface karst topography and 
groundwater would be directly impacted, and an undetermined number of miles of additional 
aquatic habitat would be indirectly impacted.  (2) 

Response:  FWS’ comment about an additional 18+ miles of intermittent streams is unclear.  The 
Companion Report, section 3.4 and Figure 3-6, identifies 3.4 miles (now 3.2 miles after project 
modifications) of jurisdictional intermittent streams, seeps, and springs at the site that would be 
impacted within the “100+ years” quarry boundary.  The FWS comment about 18+ miles may be 
referring to the length of non-jurisdictional watercourses or ravines that are identified by dotted 
lines in Figure 3-6 of the Companion Report.  However, these watercourses/ravines do possess 
the necessary features to qualify as jurisdictional waters of the United States.  Holcim’s 
Preliminary Wetland Jurisdictional Determination Report referenced these watercourses/ravines 
only to assist in defining watershed areas.  Therefore, there would not be direct impacts to an 
additional 18+ miles of intermittent streams or indirect impacts to an undetermined number of 
miles of additional aquatic habitat.   

The comment about the karst topography and groundwater is likewise incorrect.  First, the 
project site is an immature karst system containing few karst-like features compared to typical 
karst areas in Missouri.  Second, as further explained in the Water Resources and Hydrology 
Report, there would be no regional impacts to groundwater quantity or quality.  Localized 
impacts may occur where there is active excavation at specific locations within the quarry, but 
these would not affect local residents’ water wells.  See also section 7.0 of this Response to 
Comments.  If a Department of the Army permit is issued, it would have mandatory conditions 
requiring project activities and associated structures to meet all controls described in the Water 
Resources and Hydrology Report.    
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Comment:  FWS and MDC requested analysis of direct and indirect impacts on upstream and 
downstream movement of aquatic species. (2) 

Response:  The project would not involve the construction of any structures (bridges, dams, etc.) 
that could affect the movement of aquatic species in the Mississippi River or Isle du Bois Creek.  
There is an existing low water crossing in Isle du Bois Creek that was built by a previous 
landowner.  This structure already restricts most downstream and all upstream passage during 
normal and low water.  However, the project would not affect the existing low water crossing 
because Holcim has withdrawn any improvements to crossings of Isle du Bois Creek from the 
permit application.  At present, Holcim is awaiting direction from the agencies regarding what to 
do with the existing low water crossing, if anything.  Any action taken would be determined by 
the agencies and would be independent of the project.  Holcim expects that any repair or 
replacement would be designed to improve fish passage.   

The quarry operations would directly impact upstream and downstream movements of the very 
limited number of aquatic species (primarily benthic macroinvertebrates) currently utilizing the 
intermittent tributaries.  However, the proposed reclamation and stream mitigation activities 
would subsequently return temporarily lost aquatic habitat after each phase of progressing quarry 
operations by creating lower gradient streams.  The indirect impacts induced by the quarry 
operation would be the lost supply and/or benefits created by the limited number of aquatic 
species presently utilizing the quarry area’s tributaries for habitat.  Portions of undisturbed 
tributaries within the buffer area may also provide a supply of aquatic species after reclamation 
activities occur.  The USACE would also require “pilot testing” programs to relocate certain 
aquatic species, including salamanders, to undisturbed tributary areas.  The USACE considered 
all potential direct and indirect impacts the quarry operations may cause and would require the 
necessary mitigative actions to offset any limited aquatic impacts.     

Comment:  FWS made several comments indicating that the proposed mitigation is inadequate, 
especially for the aquatic and upland habitat.  Under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, 
FWS recommended that upland habitat be replaced in-kind.  FWS stated that Holcim should 
develop a compensatory mitigation plan for upland wildlife habitat to offset wildlife resources 
permanently lost with the project.  FWS recommended that Holcim consider restoring non-
wetland tracts as part of the mitigation efforts.  FWS questioned whether the site could be 
enhanced to existing conditions, when reclamation of the area would not begin until after the first 
10 years of mining.   

Response:  For discussion of Holcim’s proposed wetland mitigation, see section 6.3 and 12.1.6 
of this document.  With regard to the upland habitat, see section 6.5 and 12.1.7.  In summary, 
Holcim’s Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy, Wetland and Stream Mitigation, and 
conservation measures (in the BA) would ensure adequate compensatory mitigation for aquatic 
and upland habitat.     

Comment:  FWS claimed that the quarry would indirectly impact an unknown number of 
additional acres.  According to FWS, indirect quarry impacts that need to be considered include: 
impact on off-site water courses, noise impacts from blasting, and airborne dust from mining.   



 

 
169 

 

Response:  The quarry would not cause significant adverse indirect impacts outside its 
boundaries because noise, vibrations, dust, and sediment would be controlled.   

Noise and vibrations from blasting or other operations in the quarry would be limited by several 
factors, including landscape features, distance, and blasting controls.  The natural landscape, 
including the bluffs along the Mississippi River, the surrounding hills, and a ridge between the 
quarry and Isle du Bois Creek, would keep the quarry relatively isolated and provide good 
containment of sound from the quarry.  The buffer area, which would surround the quarry on all 
sides, would prevent any development encroaching on the quarry.  The buffer area would 
maintain substantial distance – typically at least one mile – between the quarry and surrounding 
residents.21  In addition, blasting would occur only during daylight hours, typically once in the 
morning and once in the afternoon.  All blasting would comply with the applicable ATF and 
MSHA regulations, and with guidelines developed by the Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement (Department of Interior).  The operation of other Holcim quarries has provided 
the applicant with “hands-on” experienced in using a variety of standard blasting practices to 
help ensure that ground vibrations do not adversely impact neighboring homes or other 
structures.  During the night, quarry operations would be limited to drilling, crushing, loading, 
and hauling, which generate minimal noise.  Quarry operations would also be subject to 
regulatory limits established by MSHA for ambient noise.  Considering all these factors, there 
should be no significant noise or vibration impacts to surrounding residents from blasting or 
other quarry operations. 

Potential dust impacts from the quarry could occur through blasting, loading and unloading, 
transportation by truck on haul roads, and operation of a rock crusher.  However, dust will be 
controlled by watering dry areas, or using other methods as necessary, to comply with the 
MDNR air permit for the project and MDNR air regulations limiting the emission of fugitive 
dust.  Any dust that would be produced by quarry operations would also settle out of the air 
fairly rapidly, further minimizing the potential for dust emissions to cause significant impacts 
outside project site boundaries. 

The evidence produced at the MDNR land reclamation hearing, including testimony from 
Holcim’s quarry manager, the Dean of the School of Mines at University of Missouri-Rolla, 
Holcim’s particulate matter modeling expert, and the Land Reclamation Commission Staff 
Director, confirmed the validity of the conclusions stated above regarding the potential effects of 
dust and blasting from the quarry. 

The primary off-site watercourse is the Mississippi River.  Required stormwater controls would 
prevent the discharge of excess sediment to the Mississippi River.  See the Water Resources and 
Hydrology Report, and section 6.2.5 of this Response to Comments. 

                                                 
21 To the north, the homes of the closest property owners are approximately four miles from the proposed cement 
plant or the quarry.  To the east the nearest residents are more than five miles away, across the Mississippi River.  
To the south, the home of the closest property owner is approximately one mile from the closest point in the quarry 
(and, in fact, that area would not be mined for at least 30 years).  To the west, the home of the closest resident is 
more than a mile from the cement plant, approximately a mile from the location of the main quarry activity in the 
early years, and approximately 2/3 of a mile from the nearest point in the quarry (an area that would not be mined 
for 40 years). 
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12.2.2 Endangered and Threatened Species 

Comment:  FWS agreed with the public notice that four federally listed species – Indiana bat, 
gray bat, bald eagle, and pallid sturgeon, are known to occur in the project area, and that the 
Hine’s emerald dragonfly, not identified in the public notice, may also occur in the project area.  
FWS provided information about the occurrence of these species and their habitat requirements.  
FWS recommended a survey to determine if trees suitable for Indiana bat roosts are present, and 
if so, that the project be designed to avoid their loss.  FWS recommended a determination 
whether suitable foraging habitat for the gray bat would be affected.  FWS recommended the 
project be designed to avoid the loss of suitable trees for bald eagle nesting or perching.  FWS 
recommended a qualified biologist determine if suitable habitat is present for the Hine’s emerald 
dragonfly.  FWS disagreed with the Companion Report determination that there is no suitable 
spawning substrate or nursery habitat within the project vicinity for pallid sturgeon, 
recommending additional survey work to determine if pallid sturgeon are located in the project 
area and the potential impact of the project on these species.  Finally, FWS stated a 
determination should be made concerning potential impacts to federally listed species in the 
project area and consultation be initiated with FWS if the project is likely to affect any listed or 
proposed species.   

Response:  After the public comment period, the USACE held an inter-agency coordination 
meeting on 15 February 2001.  Among the agencies, EPA, FWS, and MDC were present.  After 
receiving the views of these agencies, the USACE and Holcim began informal consultation with 
FWS regarding the potential for adverse effects on federally listed endangered and threatened 
species (endangered species).  As part of this process, FWS requested that Holcim prepare a BA 
(BA) on five endangered species – the Indiana bat, the gray bat, the bald eagle, the pallid 
sturgeon, and the Hine’s emerald dragonfly.  FWS also asked Holcim to provide a list of 
conservation measures designed to avoid or mitigate impacts, if any, on endangered species.   

Holcim submitted its BA to the USACE on 10 January 2002.  The BA included the five species 
identified by FWS, plus the least tern (a federally listed endangered species) and peregrine falcon 
(a state listed endangered species), which were added in response to various comments.  The BA 
consisted of field investigations, literature review, analysis, and development of conservation 
measures.  

Holcim devoted significant effort during the course of the BA, including fieldwork during Spring 
– Fall 2001, to evaluate potential impacts to Indiana or gray bats.  Although FWS did not require 
Holcim to conduct field surveys for the presence of Indiana or gray bats, Holcim undertook the 
effort in belief that such a study would be environmentally responsible, and would assist in 
understanding assumed usage of the site by the bats and designing conservation measures.  
Accordingly, Holcim employed WDH Ecological Services to conduct mist netting and acoustic 
surveying (using state-of-the-art Anabat technology) to determine if bats were roosting on or 
otherwise using the site.  As a result of this research, several Indiana bat roosts were identified, 
including one off-site maternity colony located across the Mississippi River in Illinois, and three 
on-site roosts in the buffer area.  No gray bat roosts were identified on-site, but Anabat detected 
the sounds of some gray bats traveling through the site.     
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The USACE reviewed and concurred with the BA’s finding that the project would not adversely 
affect Indiana or gray bats.  There is no proposed or designated critical habitat for either species 
on or near the project site.  With regard to Indiana bats, there is no suitable winter habitat on the 
project site.  There is suitable Indiana bat summer roosting habitat on-site, but impact to that 
habitat is not expected because all Indiana bat roosts located during the investigation are in the 
buffer area or off-site.  In addition, Holcim proposed conservation measures to protect the 
Indiana bat, including agreement with appropriate restrictions on tree clearing in the proposed 
quarry to avoid potential future impacts to roost trees.  See section 9.0 of the BA.    

Some temporary loss of Indiana bat foraging habitat would occur, primarily as a result of the 
quarry, but should not adversely affect the Indiana bat.  First, there would be substantial foraging 
habitat still available in the buffer area, the undisturbed parts of the quarry, and along Isle du 
Bois Creek.  Second, Holcim would be required to begin wetland and stream mitigation on 
southern Lee Island, and along the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor, as soon as possible after 
potential permit issuance.  The creation of the southern Lee Island wetland complex and 
enhancement of the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor should provide improved foraging 
opportunities for the Indiana bat in these areas.  Third, the quarry impacts would be sequential 
and mitigated by phased reclamation.  After initial opening, the quarry would advance at the 
average rate of approximately 12 acres per year, and no more than 200 acres would be actively 
quarried at any one time.  After the first 8-10 years of quarry operation, reclamation would begin 
as an ongoing process that would re-create foraging opportunities.  Fourth, activity in the center 
of the project site should not adversely affect foraging by Indiana bats from across the 
Mississippi River.  There is suitable foraging habitat on the Illinois side of the river or alternative 
areas on the Missouri side including other parts of the project site.  Thus, the project is not likely 
to adversely affect the Indiana bat.   

The BA stated that the project is not likely to adversely affect the gray bat.  There is no suitable 
winter or summer roosting habitat for gray bats on-site.  Gray bats only use caves or cave-like 
areas with certain temperature and humidity requirements; there are no suitable caves on-site, 
and Holcim’s study showed that the few solution voids on-site were not suitable for the gray bat.  
There should be no impacts to gray bats foraging along the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor 
because this area would not be impacted by the project and would, indeed, be enhanced by 
mitigation efforts.  Similarly, any impacts to gray bat travel or foraging paths along the 
Mississippi River would be mitigated by the establishment of the southern Lee Island wetland 
complex.   

The results of the BA showed that the project would have no effect on the least tern, peregrine 
falcon, or Hine’s emerald dragonfly.  The least tern and its habitat are not present at the site, as 
confirmed by the World Bird Sanctuary.  The Hine’s emerald dragonfly and its habitat are not 
present at the site, as confirmed by an MDC expert.  There were no peregrine falcons observed 
on-site by the World Bird Sanctuary.   

The BA further concluded that the project is not likely to adversely affect the bald eagle.  
Although several bald eagles were observed perched in trees on the site, the World Bird 
Sanctuary discovered no nests, and the project would not impact the roosting trees they may use 
along the bluffs.  See also section 6.7 of this Response to Comments. 
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Certain species, such as Mead’s milkweed, were not evaluated as part of the BA because they are 
not present on the project site.  See also section 6.9 in this Response to Comments.  Certain bird 
species, such as the cerulean warbler and other migratory songbirds, were not evaluated as part 
of the BA because they are not federally listed endangered species.  However, the cerulean 
warbler and other migratory songbirds were evaluated as part of the bird studies.  See section 6.7 
in this Response to Comments.  Salamanders, which are also not federally listed endangered 
species, were considered as part of the Aquatic Resource and Water Quality Characterization 
Report and the Amphibian and Reptile Relocation Study. 

By letter dated 19 March 2002, the USACE concurred with the findings of the BA and requested 
FWS concurrence.  By letter dated May 8, 2002, FWS concurred that the project would have no 
effect on the Hine’s emerald dragonfly, and that the project is not likely to adversely affect the 
gray bat or bald eagle.  By letter dated 29 July 2002, FWS concurred that the project would have 
no effect on the least tern and stated that the peregrine falcon is not a federally endangered 
species.  FWS did not agree that the project is not likely to adversely affect the Indiana bat, and 
as a result Holcim, the USACE and FWS entered into formal consultation on the Indiana bat.  
Ultimately, the FWS provided a Final Biological Opinion on 23 April 2003, concluding the 
action would not jeopardize the continued existence of the Indiana bat or its critical habitat, 
authorizing the incidental take of Indiana bat habitat in acres per year, and requiring reasonable 
and prudent measures including implementation of the conservation measures proposed by 
Holcim in its BA.  The Department of the Army permit would include the terms and conditions, 
including conservation measures, required by FWS as part of the Biological Opinion.  For a 
more thorough description of the numerous efforts, studies, and actions associated with the 
endangered and threatened species analyses, see the referenced materials and summary provided 
in Holcim’s EA, Section 6.2. 

With regard to the pallid sturgeon, the USACE, Holcim and FWS have always known that the 
pallid sturgeon inhabits the Mississippi River and has been detected in the vicinity of the project 
site.  In the Companion Report, Appendix B, page B-4, Holcim reported Sheehan’s data and 
stated that the pallid sturgeon had been documented in the vicinity of the project site.  The public 
notice stated that the project is within the range of the pallid sturgeon.  In the BA, Holcim again 
reported Sheehan’s data, including the fact that during 1995-1998, Sheehan detected six pallid 
sturgeon in the Mississippi River near River Miles 138 and 139. 

The fact that the pallid sturgeon has been detected in the Mississippi River in the vicinity of the 
project site is not surprising.  Pallid sturgeon have been found to have ranges of at least 21 
kilometers in the Mississippi River and 300 kilometers in the Missouri River.  Therefore, pallid 
sturgeon are expected to be occasionally present in this reach of the Mississippi River.  The more 
relevant analysis is the relationship of the project to the pallid sturgeon’s ability to travel, forage 
and spawn in this reach of the Mississippi River.   

The only aspect of the proposed project that might directly impact the pallid sturgeon in the 
Mississippi River is the barge fleeting area.  However, the barge fleeting area would not impact 
the pallid sturgeon’s ability to: (1) travel in the main channel of this reach of the Mississippi 
River, or (2) utilize habitat on the Illinois side of this reach of the Mississippi River.   
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Pallid sturgeon have been found to select the following types of habitat: main channel border, 
between wing dams, downstream island tips, and wing-dam tips.  The Illinois side of the 
Mississippi River at River Miles 138 and 139 has many wing dams, but none on the Missouri 
side.  The locations where Sheehan detected pallid sturgeon in the vicinity of River Miles 138 
and 139 were all on the Illinois side of the river.  The project would not affect the pallid 
sturgeon’s ability to use the many wing-dam or between wing-dam areas on the Illinois side of 
this reach of the Mississippi River.  Although pallid sturgeon may occasionally be present in the 
project area, there is a greater likelihood of pallid sturgeon utilizing the Illinois side of this reach 
of the Mississippi River for foraging, refuge, and over wintering activities.  The Illinois side of 
this reach of the Mississippi River has diverse physical characteristics that are consistent with 
habitat types selected by pallid sturgeon.  Thus, there is suitable habitat available for the pallid 
sturgeon on the Illinois side of this reach of the Mississippi River.  

MDC performed fish sampling just up-river from the project site in 30-60 feet of water in mid-
January 2002.  There were 92 shovelnose sturgeon, one pallid sturgeon, and one hybrid sturgeon 
found.  The single pallid sturgeon was located along the Illinois bankline of the Mississippi River 
in a dike field setting.  Dike fields are not present in the project area on the Missouri side of the 
Mississippi River.  In addition, the captured pallid sturgeon had a micro wire tag, indicating it 
was from the MDC hatchery.  The MDC results support the conclusion that the pallid sturgeon 
may occasionally utilize the Illinois side of the Mississippi River in the vicinity of the project 
site.   

In its 8 May 2002 response letter, FWS agreed that preferred habitat for the pallid sturgeon likely 
occurs on the Illinois side of the Mississippi River, but also stated concerns that suitable pallid 
sturgeon habitat could exist at the project site in shallower water on the right descending bank 
below the mouth of Isle du Bois Creek.  FWS requested additional information about plans for 
in-river construction and maintenance dredging to determine potential impacts on the pallid 
sturgeon.   
 
Additional information supplied to FWS confirms there should be no adverse impacts on pallid 
sturgeon habitat from construction of the fleeting areas or maintenance dredging.  Dredging 
would not be required to construct any of the proposed fleeting cells, even in the upper half of 
the proposed north fleeting area, where a narrow isolated sand bar (shoal) has been identified.  
The shoal is under a continual state of change, caused by varying river conditions.  The water 
depth in this area can be as shallow as 7-10 feet during low water conditions.  Otherwise, the 
water depth is more than 25 feet along the right descending bank at the project site.   In addition,  
the FWS had just previously reviewed a similar sized fleeting operation proposed by Brickeys 
Stone, located immediately downstream, along the same right descending bank, but in waters 
shallower and with larger underwater habitat formation than the proposed Holcim fleeting area.  
The FWS made no request for further review or information related to potential maintenance 
dredging impacts on the pallid sturgeon at Brickeys’ proposed fleeting site and a USACE permit 
was subsequently granted.   
 
Periodic in-river maintenance dredging may be necessary in the proposed North and South 
Fleeting Areas to maintain sufficient clearance.  However, maintenance dredging is not expect to 
be required on an annual basis.  During low water conditions, the upper part of the north fleeting  
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area would be used for storage of empty barges with a draft of only 1-2 feet.  The historic and 
current shoal depths in this area are sufficient even at low water to accommodate fleeting without 
the need for dredging.        
 
Any in-river maintenance dredging would be accomplished with hydraulic dredging equipment 
to minimize sediment stirring on the river bottom.  A USACE permit would be required to 
conduct any subsequently required in-river dredging.  The material generated from any in-river 
periodic maintenance dredging would be placed in the uplands on the project site within the 
proposed quarry (or other future environmentally preferable location), and not in the Mississippi 
River.  Therefore, there should be no concerns about possible impacts to the pallid sturgeon 
based on disposal of this material. 

In addition, the project should not affect any pallid sturgeon spawning areas.  Although not 
known with certainty, pallid sturgeon are thought to spawn over firm substrate, such as gravel 
bars.  As shown by Holcim fieldwork and USACE gravel bar data, there are no significant gravel 
bars in the immediate vicinity of the project site.  There is a small gravel strip at the mouth of 
Isle du Bois Creek and a small gravel bar directly across the Mississippi River on the Illinois 
side.  These areas are very small compared to other gravel bars in the Mississippi River.  In any 
event, the project would not affect these gravel bar areas or prevent the pallid sturgeon from 
spawning there.  Therefore, the project should not impact any potential pallid sturgeon spawning 
habitats in the area. 

The possibility of a collision and/or entrainment involving a pallid sturgeon and a towboat during 
barge operations is low.  Research indicates that fish have lateral line sensing capability that 
enables them to avoid disturbance.  Although early life stages may be more vulnerable, the 
absence of spawning habitat in the vicinity of the project site indicates that young pallid sturgeon 
are not likely to be found in the project area.  Furthermore, barge traffic has operated on the river 
for many years without evidence of adverse effect or jeopardy to the pallid sturgeon.  While the 
project site would result in increased localized barge traffic, there is no indication the project site 
is an important pallid sturgeon habitat area.  In fact, there is no designated critical habitat for the 
pallid sturgeon. 

The USACE and FWS have reached similar conclusions for other projects on the river.  The 
USACE has granted AmerenUE a permit for a similar barge fleeting expansion project at the 
Rush Island plant, which is just to the north of Lee Island.  FWS concurred that the AmerenUE 
project is not likely to adversely affect the pallid sturgeon.  This result supports the conclusion 
that the nearby Holcim project also is not likely to adversely affect the pallid sturgeon.  In 
addition, the USACE issued a permit for the previously mentioned fleeting area at the Brickeys 
Stone quarry, about a mile south of the project site.  

In its 29 July 2002 letter, FWS concurred that construction and operation of the harbor is not 
likely to adversely affect the pallid sturgeon.  FWS reserved the right to comment on potential 
effects on the pallid sturgeon if Holcim applies for a separate permit to perform maintenance 
dredging in the north fleeting area. 

Comment:  FWS stated that there should be analysis of impacts on additional species, including 
the sicklefin chub, the sturgeon chub, and migratory birds.       
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Response:  Holcim has performed numerous studies and surveys – including surveys as part of 
the Companion Report, the BA, the Aquatic Resource and Water Quality Characterization 
Report, the Vegetation Survey and Community Map, the Amphibian and Reptile Relocation 
Study, and the bird studies – to identify and analyze impacts to a wide range of species including 
birds, fish, wildlife, and plants.  This information is useful for many purposes, including 
documenting baseline conditions, analyzing potential impacts to various species, and re-
establishing habitat and populations as part of the reclamation and mitigation plans. 
Holcim has specifically studied migratory birds, as requested by FWS.  See section 12.2.3, 
below.  However, there is no requirement to analyze all species.  In particular, there is no 
requirement to analyze potential impacts on the sicklefin or the sturgeon chub because they are 
not federally listed species.  Also, since the comments were submitted, FWS has removed the 
sicklefin and sturgeon chub from the candidate species list.  FWS has determined that stable, 
self-sustaining populations of these two minnow species native to the Missouri and Mississippi 
Rivers are more abundant and better distributed throughout their range than previously believed.  
Fundamental differences between the chubs and the pallid sturgeon have allowed the chubs to 
remain present in substantial numbers where turbidity levels and flow regimes still provide 
needed habitat conditions while the pallid sturgeon is endangered.  The main risk to the chubs is 
construction of dams, but the Lee Island project would not involve any dam or otherwise alter 
the chubs’ habitat. 

12.2.3 Migratory Birds and Other Bird Species 

Comment:  FWS stated that many neotropical migrant birds have shown significant long range 
declines, presumably due to habitat degradation and increased predation and nest parasitism.  
FWS stated that the impact of the project on migratory birds should be fully evaluated, and that 
measures should be implemented to reduce adverse effects to these birds.   

Response:  In response to these comments, the USACE requested that Holcim “develop 
measures to reduce adverse effects to migratory birds.”  Toward that end, Holcim has done a 
great deal of work to study migratory birds and other bird species at the project site, and to 
develop a mitigation plan and conservation measures that would, among other things, protect 
birds and their habitat.  

Holcim has commissioned several studies by the World Bird Sanctuary (WBS), an independent 
non-profit organization specializing in migratory and other bird species.  WBS conducted 
extensive field transect surveys during the Spring 2001 migration season, the Summer 2001 
breeding season, and the Fall/Winter 2001 migration season to characterize the avian population 
using the project site, and to determine usage by endangered and threatened bird species.  WBS 
issued four reports that were provided and reviewed by the USACE:  the Short-Term Site 
Assessment and Aviation Population Survey, 31 March 2001; the Summer Breeding Bird Site 
Assessment and Aviation Population Survey, 13 November 2001; the Avian Fall and Winter Site 
Assessment and Population Survey, 1 July 2002; and the Avian Spring Migration and Summer 
Breeding Grounds Site Assessment and Population Survey, 15 April 2003. 
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In summary, the WBS transect surveys identified 139 species of birds using the project site either 
as a migration stopover point or during the breeding season.  The WBS observed a variety of 
neotropical migratory birds, except the cerulean warbler was not found.  WBS also found brown-
headed cowbirds in all of the transects at the project site, indicating an existing condition of 
habitat fragmentation across the site.   

WBS evaluated a number of species of concern identified by commenters.  WBS did not observe 
the least tern or the peregrine falcon on the project site during any season.  The bald eagle was 
only observed on-site during the spring and not during the breeding season.  Based on these 
findings, WBS concluded the project would have little to no impact on the bald eagle, least tern, 
or peregrine falcon.  WBS reached a similar conclusion with regard to the cerulean warbler, 
stating that there is no local population of this species using the project site. 

WBS also studied usage of the project site by the great blue herons from the rookery on Beagles 
Island across the river.  A portion of the herons from Beagles Island were observed feeding in 
riparian wetlands along the river during the summer, but there was no evidence of nesting on the 
project site.  The herons on Beagles Island appear to be tolerant of activity in the area, such as 
daily loading of barges at the Rush Island power plant just upstream.  Therefore, WBS concluded 
that noise and activity at the project site should not adversely impact the Beagles Island rookery.  
Some disturbance of foraging areas for some of the herons would occur on the Lee Island flood 
plain, but would be mitigated through the required creation and restoration of wetlands. 

In its various reports, WBS also made several important observations that support the conclusion 
that the project as designed and mitigated would not significantly impact migratory birds.  First, 
WBS noted that the planting of native herbaceous plants, which is proposed in Holcim’s Wetland 
and Stream Mitigation Plan, would increase the foraging and nesting opportunities for a wide 
variety of avian species in the Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor, which had the highest spring 
species diversity on the site.  WBS said that restoration of farmed wetlands on the Lee Island 
flood plain should have similar beneficial effects. 

Second, WBS observed that preservation of the limestone bluff and forest along the Mississippi 
River, as well as restoration of wetlands on Lee Island, would likely preserve and enhance the 
habitat along the Mississippi River flyway.  WBS stated that any increase in activity, such that 
which might result from harbor operations, would cause little to no impact on the majority of 
species, noting that frequent trains had no observable impact on the presence and activity of bird 
species along the flyway transect. 

Third, WBS stated that the practice of re-creating or restoring habitats is well established, and 
there are excellent opportunities for doing so at this site.  In addition to creating a large wetland 
complex on the southern end of Lee Island, Holcim can enhance significant acreage of dolomite 
and limestone glades in the buffer, providing habitat opportunities for plants, birds and wildlife.   

In conclusion, WBS recommended several conservation measures to minimize adverse effects on 
neotropical migratory birds.  WBS’ primary recommendation is for direct reclamation of 
developed land with enhanced acreage of the same habitat type, with careful plant species 
selection, appropriate planting techniques, and a long-term management plan.  This is the 
primary objective of Holcim’s Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy.  WBS also recommended 
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enhancement and management of existing habitats to maintain the highest value of biodiversity 
and ecological function.  The conservation measures developed by Holcim that are presented in 
section 9.0 of the BA incorporate this recommendation.  Holcim would be required to manage 
the buffer area, which now includes the entire area north of Isle du Bois Creek, in accordance 
with WBS’ recommendations.  

WBS also recommended that Holcim enhance a tall grass prairie ecosystem in the farmed area in 
the southwestern portion of the project buffer area to benefit various bird species.  Holcim is 
incorporating this recommendation into the conservation measures as listed in Holcim’s EA, a 
document incorporated by reference under this review.  
 
A USACE accredited Wildlife Biologist and a member of the Illinois Ornithological Records 
Committee reviewed the WBS studies and Holcim’s EA regarding potential impacts to bird 
species.  Based on this review and evaluation of Holcim’s EA, the USACE concurs that the 
Holcim site, in general, has areas of contiguous forest, however, many fragments of varying 
habitat types exist due to the numerous disturbances to the area over the past decades.  The 
appearance of Brown-headed Cowbirds (Molothrus ater) at the Holcim site, in good numbers, 
further solidifies the fact that habitat fragmentation on site has a detrimental effect on nesting 
songbirds as a result of cowbirds, known for their nest parasitism.  Removing cowbirds from any 
site can be very costly and usually a futile effort.  Therefore, habitat improvement programs, 
such as reforestation and enhancement of existing forested habitats could potentially improve 
nesting site possibilities for the currently affected neotropical species nesting on the Holcim site.  
The buffer areas established on site should continue to support the various avian species recorded 
by the World Bird Sanctuary during their field surveys.   
 
With regard to several specific species, the USACE’s expert determined that the absence of the 
Cerulean warbler is not significant since these birds would likely prefer the large bottomland 
floodplain habitat which is on the Illinois side of the river at this location, while the adjacent 
habitat on the Missouri side at the Holcim location is very rolling, hilly and not a bottomland 
hardwood forest.  In addition, the heron rookery on the Illinois side of the river consisting of 
Great Blue herons (Ardea herodias) across from the Holcim project, should not be impacted as a 
result of the project.  Herons and egrets generally are not susceptible to "noise pollution,. As 
demonstrated by the existing, very large rookery, located in Alorton, Illinois, (St. Clair County), 
where literally thousands of Cattle, Snowy and Great Egrets, as well as Black-crowned Night-
Heron and Little Blue heron nest.  This site is located approximately 50 feet from an extremely 
busy railroad switchyard where constant and consistent noises occur.  The birds are apparently 
accustomed to this disturbance and continue to thrive at this site, the largest such rookery in the 
Metropolitan St. Louis area”.   
 
The USACE acknowledges that unavoidable impacts to forested areas on the Holcim site would 
cause some detrimental impacts to avian species.  However, avoidance and minimization 
measures have lessened the original proposed disturbances.  Furthermore, the fact that impacts 
would slowly occur over a period of years, allows for compensatory mitigation measures, in the 
form of reforestation and forest enhancement, to provide alternative foraging, resting and 
breeding habitats for the avian species that currently, and likely, would continue to utilize the 
site.    
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12.2.4 Habitat and Ecosystem Concerns 

Comment:  FWS stated that the project would result in substantial adverse impacts to a large 
contiguous forest tract containing valuable wetlands, caves, streams, hollows, ravines, and glades 
with irreversible impacts on these habitats and the species that use them.   

Response:  Concerns about loss of habitat have been addressed by various studies in response to 
comments, including the Aquatic Resource and Water Quality Characterization Report, the 
Vegetation Survey and Community Type Map, the BA, and the World Bird Sanctuary studies.  
Many ecological concerns should be alleviated by the project modifications made to avoid North 
and Hickory Hollows and direct impacts to Isle du Bois Creek.  These changes, combined with 
enhancement of Isle du Bois Creek riparian corridor and preservation of the entire project area 
north of Isle du Bois Creek, as part of the more than approximately 2,200 acre buffer area, would 
preserve substantial contiguous habitat for birds, fish, and wildlife.  Similarly, the contiguous 
wetland complex that would be created on southern Lee Island would benefit the Mississippi 
River riparian ecosystem by providing a more diverse habitat, more wetlands, a greater variety of 
vegetation species, and a riparian zone of greater contiguity.   There would be a net 
environmental improvement over current conditions on the farmed Lee Island flood plain, 
especially considering the restoration of the Lee Island slough, an important backwater for 
aquatic and other species.  The slow advancement of the quarry coupled with Holcim’s Long-
Term Land Reclamation Strategy would also mitigate the ecological concerns associated with the 
loss of streams, seeps, and springs in the quarry.  Finally, the buffer area would be managed to 
enhance its value as habitat.  In summary, the Holcim project, including the design of its 
mitigation, reclamation, and conservation measures, has been very responsive to ecological 
concerns. 

12.3 Missouri Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) 

Comment:  In a 23 December 2002 letter, MDNR stated that on behalf of Missouri Governor 
Holden, it was repeating the state’s request for an EIS.  MDNR acknowledged the project had 
been revised since Governor Holden’s earlier letter, but stated that the potential for adverse 
environmental impacts remains.  MDNR stated that it had received numerous comments from the 
public requesting an EIS study.  MDNR stated that the USACE decision to issue or deny a 404 
permit for the project is a major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human 
environment as defined by NEPA.  MDNR made a similar comment in its 13 November 2002 
water quality certification letter.  (3) 

Response:  MDNR’s concerns have been fully considered and addressed in other sections of this 
Response to Comments that discussed the need for an EIS.  See sections 4.0, 12.1, 12.1.2. 

Comment:  Only one MDNR program – the Water Pollution Control Program (WPCP) – 
commented on the project.  The WPCP stated that:  it had not received an application for a water 
quality certification; road crossings authorized under Nationwide Permit 14 should have been 
considered as part of the overall project; several water pollution control permits would be 
required; harbor material should be analyzed for contamination; additional water quality 
certifications would be required for any activities to be authorized by 404 permits, such as harbor 
maintenance; appropriate mitigation for wetland and stream impacts would be required in 
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accordance with the State of Missouri Aquatic Resources Mitigation Guidelines; there should be 
mitigation for the intermittent streams; clearing of vegetation/trees should be kept to the 
minimum; and  spill/release precautions should be taken. 

Response:  Many of MDNR’s comments were addressed in the water quality certification that 
MDNR issued to Holcim on 13 November 2002.  See also sections 2.5 and 6.2.1 of this 
Response to Comments.   

Holcim is aware that several water pollution control permits would be required for the project.  
Holcim would apply for a site-specific stormwater permit for the discharges expected to occur as 
part of harbor construction, and for other individual or general stormwater permits as required.  
However, there is no industrial process wastewater discharge that would require a permit.  
Holcim also acknowledged that periodic harbor maintenance may require a separate water 
quality certification if a separate USACE permit is required.  The USACE permit would 
authorize harbor maintenance dredging for the first ten years.  

Holcim has sampled and analyzed the unconsolidated earth materials and the groundwater in the 
proposed harbor area to identify any potential contaminants of concern.  Two sampling events 
were completed by Leggette, Brashears & Graham (LBG), Inc., Professional Ground-water and 
Environmental Engineering Services, in February 2001 and January 2002.  Sampling was 
performed for a wide range of pollutants including agricultural and industrial-related 
contaminants.  The results showed that the unconsolidated earth materials and the groundwater at 
the location of the proposed harbor have not been adversely impacted by previous agricultural or 
industrial activity that may have occurred there.  No pesticides, herbicides, volatile organic 
compounds, or semi-volatile organic compounds were detected.  Other potential contaminants 
were either below detection limits or were found in naturally occurring concentrations 
reasonably considered as background.  The results are reported in LBG’s Geochemical Analysis 
of Ground Water and Unconsolidated Earth Materials at the Proposed Harbor, which is an 
attachment to Holcim’s application for a site-specific stormwater permit for the discharges 
expected to occur as part of harbor construction.  See Application for Discharge Permit for 
Activities Associated with Harbor Construction. 

With regard to MDNR’s comment about the road crossings, which refers to the access road, see 
section 2.4 of this Response to Comments.   

12.4 Missouri Department of Conservation (MDC) 

Comment:  MDC commented by letters dated 8 December 2000, 12 December 2000, 5 January 
2001 (2 letters); 23 February 2001, 16 March 2001, 19 March 2001.  In summary, MDC stated: 
(1) the project does not meet EPA’s 404(b)(1) guidelines, (2) the project is not water dependent, 
(3) an EIS should be performed, (4) certain features of the project site are or should be specially 
protected areas, (5) additional surveys for species and communities of concern should be 
performed, (6) cumulative impacts of quarry activity should be considered, and (7) the permit 
should be denied because the project would constitute an unmitigable use of resources. 

 

 



 

 
180 

 

In the 8 December 2000 letter, MDC stated that the bulk of the proposal is not a water dependent 
activity, and also stated there was a reasonable doubt under the 404(b)(1) guidelines whether all 
of the jurisdictional resources have been addressed, the identified impacts have been mitigated, 
and the Public Trust has been satisfied.  In the 12 December letter, MDC asked the USACE 
several questions for clarification.   

In the first 5 January 2001 letter, MDC stated that the “likely impacts of the activity on the 
public interest warrants denial” and that MDC’s “recommendation for denial is based on the 
environmental standards set forth by the 404(b)(1) guidelines (40 CFR 230).”  MDC also 
recommended “elevation” by the USACE to include an EIS and a Fish and Wildlife Act 
Coordination Report, and stated that MDC was very concerned that the project would constitute 
an irretrievable and unmitigable allocation of natural resources unique to the State of Missouri.  
In the second 5 January letter, MDC provided its views pursuant to the 404(b)(1) guidelines.  
MDC stated that the site is located in the Brickey Hills region, which is a linear set of rugged 
limestone hills along the Mississippi River that has been recognized as an important landscape of 
heritage features in MDC’s Southeast Regional Management Guidelines.  MDC therefore 
contended that 40 CFR 230.54 applies.  MDC stated that the field reconnaissance for the 
Companion Report was inadequate, and that heart leaf plantain, a state listed and federal 
candidate species of concern was shown in the Companion Report but not referenced in the text.  
MDC stated that additional survey work could very well expand the list of species and 
communities of conservation concern.  MDC further stated that Isle du Bois Creek contains a 
significant fishery, and qualifies as a Special Aquatic Site under 40 CFR 230 Subpart E due to 
unique riffles.  MDC also stated that there would be an irreversible loss of 15-20 miles of 
jurisdictional waters, as well as Wolf Hollow and Morrison Hollow, due to operation of the 
proposed quarry.   

In the 23 February 2001 letter, MDC posed some additional questions, such as the regulatory 
guidance for jurisdictional waters and whether the federal interest would be in perpetuity, and 
reemphasized the need for avoidance rather than mitigation.  In the 16 March letter, MDC 
recommended thorough surveys by qualified personnel for species and communities of 
conservation concern, such as frogs and salamanders, and migratory birds.  MDC cautioned that 
surveys should take place during other times of the year than May-October, such as the 
salamander breeding season in late winter and early spring.  MDC also requested information 
about neotropical bird habitat, analysis of impacts to Mississippi River substrates and side 
channel habitats, and a more comprehensive BA.   

In the 19 March 2001 letter, MDC stated a concern that additional studies for ferns and cave 
organisms might be difficult to implement due to construction of the access road and any 
associated blasting activity.  MDC also stated that the USACE should consider the cumulative 
impact of all the quarry activity in the Festus to Ste. Genevieve reach on the Missouri side of the 
Mississippi River.  Finally, MDC provided fish data for Isle du Bois Creek and “surmised” that 
Isle du Bois Creek would be listed as a “priority watershed” and perhaps ultimately a protected 
site under authority of 40 CFR 230.8.   

Response:  Many of MDC’s comments have been addressed by developments since the 
comments were submitted.  For example, after MDC’s comments were submitted, Holcim: (1) 
modified the project to avoid North and Hickory Hollows, Isle du Bois Creek, and Isle du Bois 
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Creek wetlands, (2) performed additional studies to obtain more in-depth knowledge of the site, 
(3) prepared a detailed Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan that, among other things, proposes to 
create and enhance a total of approximately 61 acres of wetlands to replace approximately 14 
acres of low quality farmed wetlands that would be impacted by the project, (4) revised the 
Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy, which is also part of Holcim’s proposed compensatory 
mitigation, (5) developed proposed conservation measures, as set out in the BA, to protect and 
manage the buffer area and other habitat on-site, and (6) designed stormwater controls to ensure 
runoff from the project site would not adversely impact Isle du Bois Creek or the Mississippi 
River, as reflected in the Water Resources and Hydrology Report.  In addition, the EA addresses 
other MDC concerns, such as the analysis of cumulative impacts.  See also section 9.0 of this 
Response to Comments. 

MDC’s request for additional species/community survey work has been clearly met.  Holcim 
surveyed for macroinvertebrate species in the springs, seeps, and other locations on-site (see the 
Aquatic Resource and Water Quality Characterization Report and the Amphibian and Reptile 
Relocation Study), plant species (see the Vegetation Survey and Community Type Map), and 
migratory birds (see the bird studies).  MDC’s request for a BA was directly satisfied by the 
performance of the BA.     

MDC’s concern about irreversible impacts to natural resources, such as the Brickey Hills, the 
forest in the proposed quarry, and jurisdictional waters has been addressed by avoidance of Isle 
du Bois Creek and the hollows north of the Creek, and development of the Wetland and Stream 
Mitigation Plan and Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy.  These plans together would ensure 
there would be adequate compensatory mitigation for the resources identified by MDC.  After a 
tour of the project site, MDC’s Forest Management Chief, Carl Hauser, in a letter dated 7 
January 2002, stated that Holcim’s site management and reclamation plans should maintain 
thousands of acres of forest and wildlife habitat. 

MDC’s request for an EIS is discussed in section 4.0 of this Response to Comments.  However, 
it should be noted that MDC offered no specific reason for requesting an EIS other than the 
scope of the proposed action.    

In response to MDC’s comments regarding EPA’s 404(b)(1) guidelines, the project would 
comply with these requirements.  As discussed in section 5.2 of this Response to Comments, the 
project complies with EPA’s 404(b)(1) guidelines.  The project is clearly water-dependent 
because the harbor is an essential project component.  There are no practicable alternative 
locations or methods that would enable Holcim to accomplish the purposes of the proposed 
project.  Holcim conducted an adequate search for alternative project sites, but in light of overall 
project purposes, only the project site met all the requirements.  Essentially, the project site was 
the only area left on the Mississippi River between St. Louis and Scott City, Missouri, the target 
geographic area, with sufficient size and quality of limestone deposits for a four million metric 
ton per year cement plant, and other required features that is not already owned by competitors 
or had some other disqualifying feature(s).  Therefore, the Lee Island site was the only one 
reasonably available to Holcim meeting all project purposes.  The USACE concludes, based on 
our experience and knowledge of other Middle Mississippi River project actions, that if other 
sites were available in this reach, they would likely have similar or greater environmental 
impacts. 
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Under EPA’s 404(b)(1) guidelines, certain areas, including areas listed in 40 CFR 230.54, must 
be evaluated for the effect of discharges of dredged or fill material.  However, 40 CFR 230.54 
only applies to “Parks, national and historical monuments, national seashores, wilderness areas, 
research sites, and similar preserves . . . designated under federal and state laws or local 
ordinances to be managed for their aesthetic, educational, historical, recreational, or scientific 
value.”  The project site is not designated as any such area.  Considering past usage such as 
farming, logging, hunting and quarrying, as well as the neighboring power plant, there is no basis 
for designating the project site as parkland or the equivalent.   

Another area that must be considered under EPA’s 404(b)(1) guidelines is “Special Aquatic 
Sites.”  “Pool and riffle complexes” are considered Special Aquatic Sites.  40 CFR 230.45.  
However, MDC’s comment about “unique riffles” is unclear.  There are no riffles shown in any 
photographs of Isle du Bois Creek in the Companion Report.  While such areas may exist, there 
are no riffle and pool complexes in Isle du Bois Creek that would be adversely affected by 
project development.  Accordingly, Isle du Bois Creek does not qualify as a Special Aquatic Site 
that would be impacted by the project. 

MDC’s comment regarding Isle du Bois Creek possibly being a priority watershed and a 
protected site under 40 CFR 230.8 is unclear.  There is no 40 CFR 230.8.  To the extent MDC 
may have meant 40 CFR 230.54, that comment has been addressed.  To the extent that a “priority 
watershed” has any meaning in Missouri, it would be a watershed that is scheduled for 
restoration, not a watershed designated for special protection.   

Missouri considers Isle du Bois Creek to be part of a moderately degraded watershed system that 
is on a long-term restoration schedule.  As part of the Clean Water Action Plan in 1998, all states 
were required to develop Unified Watershed Assessments (UWA).  Missouri published its UWA 
at www.cares.missouri.edu/mowiap, establishing a prioritized ranking for watershed restoration.  
The UWA lists “Mississippi River tributaries – St. Louis to Ste. Genevieve” as a Category I, 
priority 30 “watershed.”  Category I means this watershed area does not have pristine water 
quality or sensitive aquatic systems, and is characterized by degraded aquatic systems with 
moderate biological impairment.  This watershed area also has a high cropland erosion index.  
Missouri UWA, Appendix I, at 11 and Appendix IV, at 24.  Isle du Bois Creek is not specifically 
listed, but would be considered part of the “Mississippi River tributaries – St. Louis to Ste. 
Genevieve” watershed.        

Holcim’s studies and the USACE’s knowledge and experience of the project site and in the area 
indicates that Isle du Bois Creek is a typical Ozark area Mississippi River tributary stream, does 
not contain any federal or state listed species, is bordered by many farmed fields, and is 
seasonally influenced by backwater flooding from the Mississippi River.  In addition, a previous 
landowner constructed an 8-foot high low-water crossing in Isle du Bois Creek that effectively 
dams water and blocks fish passage during parts of the year.  Also, another previous landowner 
constructed an access road along the south side of Isle du Bois Creek that did not have culverts 
and therefore blocked the drainage from two of the three jurisdictional intermittent streams in the 
proposed quarry area to Isle du Bois Creek (through Raddy Hollow and A Hollow).  
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Compensatory mitigation for the 14 acres of wetlands that would be taken for the harbor would 
be provided through creation and restoration of approximately 61 acres of wetlands on southern 
Lee Island and Isle du Bois Creek.  Such on-site mitigation is an approved method under the 
USACE-EPA Memorandum of Agreement Concerning the Determination of Mitigation Under 
the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines, 6 February 1990.  It also fully complies with 
the State of Missouri Aquatic Resources Mitigation Guidelines, which were developed by 
MDNR in cooperation with EPA, FWS, MDC, and the USACE.  The Guidelines are expressly 
designed to implement both the federal Clean Water Act and the Missouri Clean Water Law.  
They ensure protection of water quality by pre-determining minimum acceptable levels of 
compensatory mitigation.  The mitigation ratios in the Guidelines were developed to take into 
account the key factors in the mitigation process: the uncertainty of mitigation success, the time 
delay between loss of functions and the reestablishment of those functions, and the value of the 
aquatic resource from a water quality perspective.   

Because all jurisdictional impacts have been adequately studied at this point and would be 
sufficiently mitigated, the project would not constitute an unmitigable impact on natural 
resources or violate the Public Trust.   

Comment:  MDC stated concerns about impacts to intermittent “headwater” or “tributary” 
streams, seeps, and springs in the uplands area within the quarry.  MDC requested timely 
mitigation for any impacts to high quality headwaters, which provide habitats for macro 
invertebrates and salamanders, and act as a food source to higher order stream systems.   

Response:  The USACE has adequately reviewed and addressed proposed impacts to the 
jurisdictional intermittent features found in the upland areas within the proposed quarry.  
Holcim’s submitted mining plan, reclamation plan and mitigation plan would reduce any 
temporary direct and indirect impacts to jurisdictional intermittent streams.  See also section 
6.2.3 of this Response to Comments. 

In developing the Companion Report, Harding ESE consulted with MDC on sensitive species 
occurrences, as identified within the natural heritage database.  MDC’s 25 June 1999 letter 
reporting the results of its natural heritage database search can be found in Appendix B of the 
Companion Report. 

Comment:  After Holcim’s Amphibian and Reptile Relocation Study was submitted, MDC 
critiqued it, stating that the notion of relocation is unsupported because it has not been shown 
that existing habitat is devoid of the species in question.    

Response:  Additional study, including analysis of the carrying capacity of proposed habitat, 
would be required to determine the feasibility of relocating specific amphibians and reptiles.  
The USACE would require Holcim to investigate on-site and off-site options, select the best 
option if relocation is determined feasible, and develop a detailed plan.  

12.5 Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA) 

Comment:  IEPA commented by letter dated 20 June 2001.  IEPA stated that it was concerned 
about the potential for adverse air quality impacts from the plant’s air emissions in Illinois, 
particularly Monroe County, which is directly across the river from the project site.  IEPA 
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requested an EIS to fully evaluate all environmental consequences of the project and to allow for 
public participation in the permitting process. 

Response:  Holcim would comply with all applicable federal and state air quality and control 
standards, which are protective of human health (including the most sensitive part of the 
population) and the environment in both Missouri and Illinois.  Monroe County, Illinois is part of 
the St. Louis ozone nonattainment area, and therefore the air modeling results by Environ and 
Alpine Geophysics demonstrate there would be no significant adverse impact on Monroe 
County’s air.22  Further, IEPA has the opportunity to submit comments to MDNR on Holcim’s 
air permit application.   

In addition, in his 8 March 2002 letter supporting the project and withdrawing his previous 
request for an EIS, Illinois Governor Ryan stated:   

Among the developments I have reviewed is the study 
commissioned by the U.S. EPA and conducted by Alpine 
Geophysics that clearly demonstrates that the Holcim plant would 
not prevent the St. Louis region from meeting its ozone 
nonattainment status.  As you know, two of Illinois’ most populous 
counties are in the St. Louis [sic]attainment zone, and I have every 
concern for the environmental and economic futures of Madison 
and St. Clair counties.  Air-quality technology at the plant would 
represent the best available in the industry to protect the health of 
our residents, and our economy.  I am convinced that the Alpine 
study, as well as the many other studies and plans promulgated by 
Holcim, have demonstrated the company’s serious commitment to 
stewardship of the regional environment and the air, land and 
water at the site. 

Otherwise, see section 4.0 in this Response to Comments for discussion of the EIS issue and 
section 6.11 for discussion of air quality impacts.   

                                                 
22  Also, MDNR has recently requested that EPA redesignate the St. Louis ozone nonattainment area to attainment, 
based on the improvement in ambient ozone levels monitored across the region over the last three years.  The 
request is currently under consideration by EPA. 
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PART III 

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

ELECTED OFFICIALS  
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13.0 Elected Officials 

Comment:  The following elected officials submitted comments to the USACE.  No elected 
officials opposed the project or recommended permit denial.  The responses below are divided 
by category.   

The elected officials who supported the project (with the dates of their letters) are:  
• U.S. Senator Jim Talent – 18 December 2002 
• U.S. Representative Todd Akin – 18 December 2002 
• U.S. Representative William Lacy Clay - 18 May 2001 & 26 February 2003 (Rep. Clay 

originally requested an EIS, but later sent letter of support)  
• U.S. Representative Jo Ann Emerson - 15 August 2001 
• U.S. Representative Kenny Hulshof - 12 December 2001 
• Missouri State Senator (President Pro Tem) Peter D. Kinder - 26 July 2001 
• Missouri State Senator John Loudon - 6 September 2001 & 20 September 2001 
• Missouri State Senator Danny Staples - 17 May 2001 
• Missouri State Senator Sarah Steelman - 27 September 2001 
• Missouri State Senator Stephen M. Stoll - 18 May 2001 
• Missouri State Senator Anita T. Yeckel - 14 November 2001 
• Missouri State Representative Mark C. Abel - 18 May 2001 
• Missouri State Representative Tom Burcham - 5 October 2001 
• Missouri State Representative Jason G. Crowell - 31 October 2001 
• Missouri State Representative Timothy P. Green - 6 June 2001 
• Missouri State Representative John J. Hickey - 6 June 2001 
• Missouri State Representative Ryan G. McKenna - 18 May 2001 
• Missouri State Representative Patrick A. Naeger - 6 January 2001 & 10 May 2001 
• Missouri State Representative Philip G. Smith - 17 May 2001 
• Missouri State Representative Wes Wagner - 18 May 2001 
• Missouri State Representative Dan Ward - 18 May 2001 
• Illinois Governor George H. Ryan - 8 March 2002 
• Illinois State Senator Frank C. Watson - 12 October 2001 
• Illinois State Representative Thomas Holbrook - 24 September 2001 
• Chairman, Madison County Board, Rudolph Papa - 10 October 2001 

The elected officials who requested an EIS (with the dates of their letters) are: 

• U.S. Senator Richard Durbin - 30 March 2001 
• Missouri Governor Bob Holden - 2 May 2001 
• Missouri State Senator Patrick Dougherty - 25 April 2001 
• Missouri State Senator Wayne Goode - 11 April 2001 
• Missouri State Representative Joan Bray - 10 May 2001 
• Missouri State Representative Kathryn Fares - 10 July 2001 
• Missouri State Representative Barbara Fraser - 26 April 2001 & 12 June 2001 
• Missouri State Representative Cindy Ostmann - 8 May 2001 
• Illinois State Senator Evelyn M. Bowles - 23 May 2001 
• Illinois State Representative Wyvette H. Younge - 6 June 2001 
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• St. Louis Mayor Francis G. Slay - 14 May 2001 
• Missouri State Representative Richard Byrd – 2 July 2002 

Elected officials requesting information: 

• Missouri State Representative Ike Skelton (stated no position) 

• U.S. Senator Christopher S. Bond - 26 July 2001 (later indicated support of project) 

One elected official forwarded letters from constituents supporting the project:  

• U.S. Representative John Shimkus - 8 August 2001 

Summary of Supporting Comments:  Elected officials supporting the project expressed 
confidence in the current regulatory and environmental review process and Holcim’s 
commitment to protecting the environment.  As illustration, some of the specific comments were:   

U.S. Senator Talent, U.S. Representative Emerson, U.S. Representative Hulshof, and U.S. 
Representative Akin advised the USACE that the project has broad, bipartisan support 
throughout Missouri.  They acknowledged there are important environmental issues, but stated 
that based on their discussions with project supporters and opponents, site visits by some of 
them, and briefings on the extensive studies that have been conducted, they believe Holcim has 
demonstrated the project would be built and operated in an environmentally sound way.  These 
officials further stated that Holcim’s mitigation and reclamation plans are impressive, and in 
conjunction with the buffer, would protect and preserve the environment of the area.  They also 
said that based on the extensive studies that have already been performed, an EIS is not required. 

U.S. Representative Clay, representing St. Louis, stated that despite his earlier concerns about 
the impact of the project on St. Louis air quality, studies such as the Alpine Geophysics report 
commissioned by EPA have demonstrated to him that the plant can operate in a manner that is 
protective of the environment.  Rep. Clay urged Governor Holden to move forward with 
permitting, and copied the USACE with his letter.   

In an earlier letter, U.S. Representative Emerson stated that the plant would be built and operated 
in an environmentally sound manner, an EPA study showed the facility would not affect St. 
Louis’s ozone attainment status, river transportation is environmentally efficient, and the wetland 
mitigation plan is sound.  Rep. Emerson supported the USACE in its thorough review of the 
project and its role in ensuring the plant has minimal environmental impact. 

In an earlier letter, U.S. Representative Hulshof, whose Congressional District includes Holcim’s 
Clarksville plant, stated that: “For more than 30 years, [Holcim’s] cement facility in Clarksville, 
Missouri has been providing solid job opportunities, economic growth, and community 
investment in an environmentally responsible manner in Missouri’s Ninth Congressional 
District.”  Rep. Hulshof emphasized that the project would replace imported cement, an EPA 
study showed the plant would not prevent St. Louis from meeting its ozone attainment status, a 
large buffer area would surround the plant, and Holcim would enhance the landscape through 
reclamation.   



 

 
188 

 

Illinois Governor Ryan, who had requested an EIS on June 27, 2001, wrote on March 8, 2002 to 
request the USACE issue the permits as soon as possible after completing an Environmental 
Assessment.  Gov. Ryan withdrew his previous request for an EIS based on the “Alpine [air 
modeling] study, as well as the many other studies and plans promulgated by Holcim . . . ,” 
which demonstrate the company’s serious commitment to stewardship of the regional 
environment and the air, land, and water at the site.   

Illinois State Senator Watson stated that Holcim has proved the plant would be built and 
operated in an environmentally sound manner.  Sen. Watson cited EPA’s Alpine Geophysics 
study as demonstrating that the plant would not adversely affect the St. Louis region’s ability to 
reach ozone attainment levels.  Sen. Watson requested the USACE complete its Environmental 
Assessment.   

Missouri State Senator and President Pro Tem Kinder commented after visiting the project site, 
stating that his observations lead him to believe Holcim is working in good faith to minimize and 
avoid environmental impacts by employing the best technologies to make the plant 
environmentally sound.  Sen. Kinder was impressed by the company’s openness and 
commitment to meet regulatory requirements.   

Individual Comments Requesting an EIS:   As illustration, some of the specific comments were:   

U.S. Senator Durbin stated that the impact of the project is unknown, and an EIS would allow the 
USACE to examine the benefits and costs of the project. 

U.S. Representative Clay was concerned that residents and businesses in his district are affected 
by the air quality designation that the St. Louis region receives from EPA, and stated that the 
impact of the project on the Mississippi River, aquatic and other wildlife, air quality, and public 
health would be significant and should be thoroughly examined.  He stated an EIS should 
examine all direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts.  

Missouri Governor Holden requested an EIS based on concerns such as:  the need to collectively 
address the numerous federal and state permitting decisions required for the project, the 
importance of maximizing public involvement in an organized fashion, and the potential for 
adverse environmental impacts on wetlands, flood plains, unique ecological areas, cultural 
resources, and air quality. 

Illinois State Senator Bowles stated that the project may have potential for adverse 
environmental impacts, including impacts on wetlands, flood plains, unique ecological areas, 
cultural resources, and air quality. 

Missouri State Senator Dougherty requested an EIS because he was concerned about the effect 
on the river, wetlands, and adjacent forest, and the deterioration of air quality in St. Louis, which 
is already non-attainment for ozone, and he believed the issuance of the proposed permits would 
constitute a federal action under NEPA. 

Missouri State Senator Goode was concerned that the proposed Holcim development would have 
a tremendous impact on the environment in Eastern Missouri and Southern Illinois.  Sen. Goode 
acknowledged that the responsibility of the USACE is mostly water and wetland issues, but the 
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proposed facility would seriously impact air quality, and noted that the Greater St. Louis area has 
already been designated as a non-attainment area because of excess ozone.  Sen. Goode stated 
that the proposed project is too large and its impact too far-reaching to allow going forward 
without a full understanding of its impact and therefore an EIS is imperative. 

Missouri State Representative Bray requested an EIS because the project may have adverse 
environmental impacts, including changes in wetlands, flood plains, unique ecological areas, and 
cultural resources, and would seriously influence air quality in the Greater St. Louis area, which 
has already been designated as a non-attainment area because of air quality problems.  Rep. Bray 
also stated the project involves numerous federal and state permitting decisions that need to be 
addressed collectively and an EIS would maximize public involvement in an organized manner.   

Missouri State Representative Fares believed the project may pose a far-reaching air quality 
threat for the surrounding area, and that a wide variety of concerns by agencies and citizen 
groups could be answered by an EIS. 

Missouri State Representative Fraser requested an EIS, citing the pristine beauty of the area and 
stating the plant would impact many aspects of the environment – air, water, plant and animal 
quality.   

Missouri State Representative Ostmann requested the USACE prepare an EIS due to the serious 
threat to air quality the project entails.  She stated that St. Louis County already has a serious 
problem meeting environmental standards and another contributor to non-attainment status is not 
needed. 

Illinois State Representative Younge stated that the project may have potential for adverse 
environmental impacts, including impacts on wetlands, flood plains, unique ecological areas, 
cultural resources, and air quality. 

The City of St. Louis Mayor Slay stated that, in addition to the project’s potential impacts on 
wetlands, flood plains, wildlife, and unique ecological areas, it is widely believed the 
development may have a significant and detrimental impact on air quality in the St. Louis region.  
He stated that, if the Holnam development, in fact, affects air quality north of its site, “it would 
seriously inhibit the rest of the region’s ability to attract new industrial investment.” 

Response to Comments Requesting an EIS:  Many of the elected officials who requested an EIS 
submitted their comments before Holcim: (1) modified the project to avoid North and Hickory 
Hollows, Isle du Bois Creek, and Isle du Bois Creek wetlands, (2) performed additional studies 
to obtain more in-depth knowledge of the site, (3) prepared a detailed Wetland and Stream 
Mitigation Plan that, among other things, proposes to create and enhance a total of approximately 
61 acres of wetlands to replace approximately 14 acres of wetlands that would be impacted by 
the project, (4) revised the Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy, which is also part of 
Holcim’s proposed compensatory mitigation, (5) developed proposed conservation measures, as 
set out in the BA, to protect and manage the buffer area and other habitat on-site, and (6) 
designed stormwater controls to ensure runoff from the project site would not adversely impact 
Isle du Bois Creek or the Mississippi River, as reflected in the Water Resources and Hydrology 
Report.   
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The comments of the elected officials that were made early in the process were simply not based 
on all the information that is now available.  The more recent comments of certain elected 
officials take into consideration the additional information developed about the project.  For 
example, on 8 March 2002, Illinois Governor George Ryan submitted a letter to the USACE 
supporting the project and withdrawing his previous request for an EIS, based on the “Alpine [air 
modeling] study, as well as the many other studies and plans promulgated by Holcim . . .” 

As discussed in the following paragraphs, the reasons provided by the elected officials for doing 
an EIS have either been addressed by project modifications and additional information, or are not 
relevant.   

Many of the elected officials believed that the project may have the potential for significant 
adverse environmental impacts, including impacts on wetlands, flood plains, unique ecological 
areas, and cultural resources.  However, Holcim has followed the principles of avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation to ensure that the project would not have significant adverse 
impacts on the quality of the human environment.  For example, Holcim originally designed the 
project with a large buffer area that would be preserved in its natural state, selected a small 
harbor and in-river fleeting design that minimized wetland impacts, and configured the cement 
plant to minimize impact on the Isle du Bois Creek area.  Then, after the public comments were 
submitted, Holcim further modified the project to avoid North and Hickory Hollows, Isle du Bois 
Creek, and Isle du Bois Creek wetlands.  These changes also increased the buffer area to 
approximately 2,200 acres, or more than half the project site.  Along with stormwater controls 
developed by Holcim, these changes eliminated any direct or indirect adverse impacts to Isle du 
Bois Creek.   

Further, based on additional studies and direction by the USACE, Holcim developed a 
comprehensive mitigation program – including the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan, the 
Long-Term Land Reclamation Strategy, the conservation measures in the BA, and the 
stormwater controls for the quarry, cement plant, and fill areas – to ensure that potential direct 
and indirect adverse impacts would not be significant.  Because Holcim has adequately mitigated 
the significance of any impacts, an EIS is not warranted.        

Concerns about collectively addressing the permit decisions of other agencies or maximizing 
public participation are not valid reasons for doing an EIS if an EIS is not legally required.  The 
fundamental legal issue in determining whether an EIS is required is whether the project is a 
major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.  As stated, 
Holcim has followed the principles of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation (even for the  
non-jurisdictional uplands) to ensure that the project would not have significant impacts on the 
quality of the human environment.   

In addition, an EIS does not necessarily provide any greater opportunity than an EA to 
collectively address the permit decisions of other agencies.  An EA can address all the relevant 
permitting decisions associated with a project. 40 CFR 1508.9(a)(2), (b) (an EA aids an agency’s 
compliance with NEPA when no EIS is necessary, and shall include brief discussions of the 
environmental impacts of the proposed action …  and a listing of agencies and persons 
consulted).  Moreover, Missouri does not have a state law equivalent of NEPA.  Typically, each 
state agency follows its own regulations independently.  For example, the MDNR Air Pollution 
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Control Program evaluates potential air impacts and processes Holcim’s air permit application in 
accordance with its own regulations, regardless of whether the USACE performs an EIS or an 
EA.  Similarly, the MDNR Land Reclamation Program processes Holcim’s application for a land 
reclamation permit separately from and without consideration of the USACE’ environmental 
review under NEPA.          

Furthermore, the elected officials’ concerns about maximizing objective analysis and public 
involvement have been met by the extensive comments submitted on the project, the careful 
consideration of those comments by the USACE and Holcim, and the additional studies 
performed by Holcim.  There have been many opportunities for public participation with regard 
to this project.  First and foremost, there was an extended public comment period and a public 
workshop. Environmental groups that opposed the project were provided table space to 
participate at the public workshop and provide their views about the project to the public and the 
USACE.  In addition, MDNR held a public hearing and received written comments as part of the 
water quality certification process, and that information was provided to the USACE.  Further, 
Holcim has willingly provided many tours of the property to numerous parties, including 
members of the media, local residents, environmental group members, and others.  The USACE 
personally met at the home of several concerned adjacent property owners to listen, discuss, and 
consider all relevant and pertinent concerns under USACE authority.  Holcim has also met with 
local residents at the project site and as part of the Citizens Advisory Committee formed by 
Holcim to receive input about the project. Finally, on 29 November 2002, representatives of 
environmental groups who oppose the project and their attorney met personally with the 
USACE, including the District Engineer, to provide their views about the project.   

The issues that have been investigated by Holcim in numerous additional studies were identified 
with input from the public, the elected officials, and various agencies including EPA, FWS, 
MDNR, MDC, and the USACE.  As this Response to Comments and the EA show, a wide range 
of issues have been identified and objectively studied and analyzed.  There is no valid public 
participation rationale for an EIS where the issues have been well defined by agency and public 
comment and addressed by additional studies and mitigation. 

Finally, it should be noted that many of the comments were motivated primarily by concern 
about potential impacts to air quality, and specifically the St. Louis area’s ozone nonattainment 
status.  However, air quality issues may be addressed in an EA as well as an EIS.  See also 
section 6.11 of this Response to Comments. 23 

                                                 
23  Also, MDNR has recently requested that EPA redesignate the St. Louis ozone nonattainment area to attainment, 
based on the improvement in ambient ozone levels monitored across the region over the last three years.  The 
request is currently under consideration by EPA. 
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PART IV 1 

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 2 

INDIVIDUALS AND GROUPS PROVIDING COMMENTS IN SUPPORT OF 3 
ISSUANCE  4 

5 
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14.0 Groups/Individuals Providing Positive Comments:    1 
 2 
To date, approximately 587 commenters have submitted letters to the Corps supporting the 3 
project.  At the public workshop, 36 out of 58 commenters, mostly residents of Ste. Genevieve 4 
County, supported the project.  These commenters generally said that the project would benefit 5 
the area’s economic growth but in an environmentally responsible manner.  (See Appendix D; 6 
also see Response to Comments, Appendix A, Commenter No. 6).   7 
 8 
During the formal comment period, there were 49 businesses and organizations, and 29 9 
individuals, mostly from Ste. Genevieve County, who separately submitted letters in support of 10 
Holcim’s project.  Generally, these commenters stated that: Holcim is a responsible corporate 11 
citizen with a good environmental record, the project is necessary for economic growth in the 12 
area, Holcim will take the necessary steps to protect the environment, and the project has been 13 
designed and studied to minimize environmental impacts. (See Appendix D; also see Response 14 
to Comments, Appendix A, various commenter nos.).   15 
 16 
In addition, 448 comment letters were submitted from individuals primarily residing in Illinois 17 
who stated that the project would provide construction-related jobs for southern Illinois workers, 18 
use Illinois coal resources, and demonstrate Holcim’s strong commitment to the environment.  19 
These letters also stated the Corps should not perform an EIS.  (See Appendix D; also see 20 
Response to Comments, Appendix A, Commenter No. 113).   21 
 22 
Finally, 25 current and former elected officials have commented in support of the project, 23 
including U.S. Sen. Talent, U.S. Rep. Emerson, U.S. Rep. Hulshof, and U.S. Rep. Akin who 24 
wrote the Corps on 18 December 2002 in support of the project, and U.S. Rep. Clay, who has 25 
provided the Corps with a copy of his 26 February 2003, letter to Governor Holden supporting 26 
the project.  See also Part III of this document. 27 
   28 
In addition, the following elected officials have also expressed their support of the Holcim 29 
project in one form or another:   30 
 31 
Federal 32 
U.S. Senator Bond  33 
U.S. Representative Costello 34 
 35 
Missouri 36 
Lt. Governor Maxwell 37 
State Representative Engler 38 
 39 
Illinois 40 
State Senator Leuchtefeld 41 
State Senator Clayborne 42 
State Senator Davis 43 
State Representative Hoffman 44 
State Representative Reitz 45 
 46 
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In addition to the business and organization commenters addressed above, the following 1 
organizations have also expressed support for the project in one form or another:   2 
 3 
Statewide Organizations 4 
Association of General Contactors 5 
Missouri Chamber of Commerce & Industry 6 
Missouri County Commissioners Association 7 
 8 
Local Organizations 9 
Building & Construction Trades Council of St. Louis 10 
Carpenters’ District Council of Greater St. Louis 11 
Eastern Missouri Laborer’s District Council 12 
DeSoto Industrial Development Authority 13 
Cape Girardeau Area Industrial Development Authority 14 
Greater Hillsboro Chamber of Commerce 15 
Farmington Chamber of Commerce 16 
Farmington Industrial Development Authority 17 
Jefferson County Growth & Development Association 18 
SEMO Regional Planning & Economic Development Commission 19 
Randolph County Economic Development Director 20 
Lower Kaskaskia Stakeholders 21 
Northwest Jefferson County Chamber of Commerce 22 
St. Louis County Council 23 
 24 
Note: the attached lists of supporters also identify their assigned commenter number in the 25 
Response to Comments, Appendix A, and in some cases, provide a summary of their comments. 26 

15.0  Summary 27 

This Response to Comments demonstrates that the project is in the public interest.  The project 28 
(1) was designed, (2) has been modified, and (3) would be implemented to avoid, minimize, and 29 
mitigate environmental impacts.  In particular, Holcim’s comprehensive mitigation – including 30 
wetland and stream mitigation, land reclamation, conservation measures, stormwater controls, 31 
and large buffer area – is a valid, well-accepted procedure for ensuring that environmental 32 
impacts would not be significant.  In addition, the USACE will impose mandatory permit 33 
conditions to ensure mitigation is successfully implemented and environmental impacts are not 34 
significant.  The project would efficiently use the high-quality limestone mineral resources at the 35 
project site to produce a key construction material – cement – that is in great demand in the 36 
Midwestern United States.  The project would enable Holcim to economically transport and 37 
supply that product to its market.  The project would also fulfill the State and local public need 38 
for economic development, by bringing approximately 200 long-term, good-paying jobs and an 39 
annual payroll of approximately $10 million to Ste. Genevieve County.  Based on these and all 40 
other relevant public interest factors, the USACE concludes that the project is not contrary to the 41 
public interest. 42 

 43 
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LIST OF APPENDICES 2 

 3 

Appendix A 
 
List of Commenters – Agencies/Groups/Individuals  

Appendix B List of Studies for the Project 

Appendix C List of Other Permit Requirements Applicable to the Project 

Appendix D List of Commenters – Providing Comments in Support of 
Issuance 

 4 
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Appendix A 1 

List of Commenters – Agencies/Groups/Individuals 2 
 3 

Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
1 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Region VII 
901 North 5th Street 
Kansas City, KS  66101 
November 14 & 27, 2000, December 21, 2000, January 29, 2001, March 9, 
2001, November 16, 2001, December 19, 2002 

2 U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
Missouri Ecological Services Field Office 
608 East Cherry Street, Room 200 
Columbia, MO  65201 
December 1, 2000, January 5, 2001, February 2, 2001, March 26, 2001 

3 Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
January 5, 2001, November 13, 2002, December 23, 2002  

4 Missouri Department of Conservation 
Headquarters 
2901 West Truman Blvd., P.O. Box 180 
Jefferson City, MO  65102-0180 
December 8, 2000, December 12, 2000, January 5, 2001,  
February 23, 2001, March 16, 2001, March 19, 2001 

5 Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
1021 North Grand Ave. East 
P.O. Box 19276 
Springfield, IL 
June 20, 2001 

6 
 

Public Workshop Comments– 1/24/01 
Elks Lodge, Ste. Genevieve, MO 
 
58 Individual Comment Forms.  See page 24 for list of individuals. 

7 National Audubon Society 
Upper Mississippi River Campaign 
26 Exchange Street, Suite 110 
St. Paul, MN  55101 
January 2, 2001, March 26, 2001 
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Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
8 Missouri Coalition for the Environment 

6267 Delmar Blvd., 2-E 
St. Louis, MO  63130 
November 16, 2000 – MCE comment (establishes form   
 letter) 
January 4, 2001  - MCE comment letter (8 pages) 
January 2, 2001 – MCE comment letter, with transcript  
   of Sheehan testimony 
 
Forwarded 109 Form Letters.  See page 31 for list of individuals. 

9 St. Louis Herpetological Society 
P.O. Box 410346 
St. Louis, MO  63141-0346 
December 26, 2000 

10 Open Space Council for St. Louis Region 
Lee Family Learning Center 
4475 Castleman Ave. 
St. Louis, MO  63110 
January 3, 2001 

11 Endangered Species Coalition 
Headquarters 
1101 14th Street, NW, Suite 1001 
Washington, DC  20005 
December 6, 2000 (page missing), June 8, 2001 
and 
Heartland Regional Office 
Columbia, MO 65201 
January 5, 2001, January 19, 2001 (Request to distribute material); June 28, 
2001 

12 Environmental Law & Policy Center 
35 East Wacker Drive, Suite 1300 
Chicago, IL  60601-2110 
January 2, 2001, March 26, 2001 

13 River Industry Action Committee (RIAC) 
January 9, 2001 
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Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
14 French Valley Conservancy 

Gonterman, Bill 
P.O. Box 8072 
St. Louis, MO  63156 
January 6, 2001, February 5 & 12, 2001    
 
Forwarded 145 Form letters.  See page 38 for list of individuals. 

15 Southwestern Illinois Tourism & Convention Bureau 
Mark A. Westhoff, President & CEO 
10950 Lincoln Trail 
Fairview Heights, IL  62208 
January 3, 2001 

16 Tower Grove Park 
4255 Arsenal Street 
St. Louis, MO  63116 
December 6, 2000 

17 Sierra Club/Ozark Chapter 
1007 N. College Ave., Suite #1 
Columbia, MO  65201-4794 
November 27, 2000, January 2, 2001 (w/Midkiff Affidavit) 

18 Sierra Club/Kaskaskia Group 
Jack Norman, Conservation Chair 
906 North Metter 
Columbia, IL  62236 
November 18, 2000 (Request to Examine Files), December 6, 2000, January 6, 
2001, February 5, 2001 

19 St. Louis Audubon Society 
Jim Holsen, Past President 
419 E. Argonne Dr. 
Kirkwood, MO  63122 
December 5, 2000, January 2 & 6, 2001, June 27, 2001, August 22, 2001 
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Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
20 Webster Groves Nature Study Society 

Yvonne Homeyer, Conservation Chair 
1508 Oriole Lane 
St. Louis, MO  63144 
November 13, 2000, December 6, 18 and 28, 2000, January 5, 2001, 
February 5, 2001, May 4 & 7 and 9, 2001, June 26, 2001, July 3, 2001, 
August 8, 2001, September 6, 2001, September 27, 2001, October 12, 2001   
 
 Forwarded 80 form letters.   See page 51 for list of individuals.  

21. North American Butterfly Association 
St. Louis Chapter 
Yvonne Homeyer, President 
1508 Oriole Lane 
St. Louis, MO  63144 
January 5, 2001; June 25, 2001; June 28, 2001 

22 Washington University School of Law  
Interdisciplinary Environmental Clinic  
Campus Box 1120 
One Brookings Drive 
St. Louis, MO  63130-4899 
January 4 & 23, 2001, February 5 & 21, 2001, May 30, 2001, June 11, 2001, 
July 5, 2001, December 20, 2001, September 10, 2002, November 8, 2002 

23 International Herpetological Symposium  
William Becker, President 
December 27, 2000 

24 East-West Gateway Coordinating Council 
10 Stadium Plaza 
St. Louis, MO  63102-1714 
January 25, 2001 

25 American Bottom Conservancy 
P.O. Box 326 
East St. Louis, IL  62202 
January 5, 2001, February 4, 2001, February 5, 2001 (e-mail), June 27, 2001 

26 Kathleen O’Keefe, Attorney at Law 
Neighborhood Law Office 
(representing citizens of East St. Louis) 
705 Summit Avenue 
East St. Louis, IL  62201 
January 4, 2001 
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Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
27 Edward J. Heisel, Esq. 

4937 Laclede Avenue, Suite 3-W 
St. Louis, MO  63108 
November 20, 2000; November 21, 2000, December 4 & 31, 2000 

28 Ann Hirschfeld, Associate Editor 
St. Louis Herpetological Society 
2838 Victor 
St. Louis, MO 
December 23, 2000, January 4, 2001 (e-mail) 

29 Susan Flader, Professor  
(also president, MO Parks Assoc.) 
U. of Missouri-Columbia 
Department of History 
101 Read Hall 
Columbia, MO  65211-7500 
January 3, 2001 

30 Dick Worthen 
3632 Aberdeen 
Alton, IL  62002 
(FAX cover sheet from Metro East Regional Stormwater Office) 
535 Edwardsville Rd., Suite 130 
Troy, IL  62294-1399 
January 5, 2001 

31 David J. Bruns, Naturalist 
636 Marshall Ave. 
St. Louis, MO  63119 
January 3, 2001 

32 Tom D. Adams 
Adams & Heutsch, Attorneys at Law 
321 Wedgewood Square, P.O. Box 647 
Columbia, IL  62236 
December 13, 2000 

33 Emily Hackmann 
January 3, 2001 

34 Linda Virga 
9734 Antoria Dr. 
Lakeshore, MO  63123 
January 5, 2001 
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Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
35 Larry C. and Peggy A. Kennedy 

Verna Kennedy 
4516 DuBois Creek Road 
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 
January 9, 2001 (stamped date) 

36 Bill Brizzard, Conservation Chair 
East Missouri Group, Sierra Club 
9255 Confederacy Dr. 
St. Louis, MO  63126 
January 1, 2001 

37 Harriett Hirschfield 
18228 Buckboard Rd. 
Wildwood, MO  63069 
January 1, 2001 

38 Randy Korotev 
800 Oakbrook Lane 
St. Louis, MO  63132 
December 29, 2000 

39 Kelley John Isherwood, J.D. 
(Sierra Club/Ozark Chapter) 
December 2, 2000 

40 Shelby Johnston 
December 6, 2000 (date stamp; no date) 

41 Maris Berg 
December 1, 2000 (e-mail) 

42 Jim Young 
905 Lami St. 
St. Louis, MO  63104 
December 3, 2000 

43 Richard A. Rosen 
3963 Flad Avenue 
St. Louis, MO  63110 
January 2, 2001 

44 Daniel L. Kennedy 
2089 Burley Road 
Festers, MO  63028 
November 30, 2000 
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Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
45 Jack H. Harris 

9708 Green Park Road 
St. Louis, MO  63123-7133 
December 1, 2000 (e-mail), February 4, 2001, September 19, 2001, October 30, 
2001 

46 Leslie Lihou 
7008 Amherst Ave. 
St. Louis, MO  63130 
December 5, 2000, March 20, 2001 

47 Avrom R. and Claiborne P. Handleman 
324 Hawthorne Avenue 
St. Louis, MO  63119 
December 22, 2000  

48 Curtis L. Hendricks 
2838 Victor 
St. Louis, MO  63104 
December 28, 2000 

49 Suzanne Kirby 
2070 Del Rio Dr. 
Arnold, MO  63010 
November 27, 2000 (date stamp) 

50 Becky Denney 
625 Angenette Avenue 
Kirkwood, MO  63122-6220 
December 3, 2000, January 3, 2001 

51 John P. McCammon, Jr. 
9 Graybridge Dr. 
St. Louis, MO  63124 
November 17, 2000 (date stamp) 

52 Nancy L. and James C. Tinnin 
9659 Holst Rd. 
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 
December 1, 2000 

53 Belinda Harris 
7158 White Rd. 
Hillsboro, MO  63050 
December 2, 2000 
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Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
54 Jim Ziebol 

3900 Berger 
St. Louis, MO  63109 
December 2, 2000, January 24, 2001 

55 Denis E. Stuppy, DVM 
6554 White Sands Road 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
November 27, 2000 (email) 

56 Jim Greer 
No address or date 

57 Barbara A. Kurlandski 
January 4, 2001 

58 Faith Brennan 
3606 Baltimore Ave., #10 
Kansas City, MO  64111 
February 5, 2001 

59 Alice Miller 
8333 Flora Avenue 
St. Louis, MO  63114 
February 5, 2001 

60 Roy G. Hengerson 
2201 Weathered Rock Road 
Jefferson City, MO  65101 
February 2, 2001 

61 Mike Thelen 
University City, MO 
January 30, 2001 (email) 

62 Nancy and Leo Havicon 
8901 Stonewall Drive 
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 
January 31, 2001 

63 Michael J. Havicon 
411 N. 3rd St. 
Festus, MO  63628 
February 6, 2001 (file stamp) 

64 Julie Risenhoover 
211 Wesley Drive 
Bonne Terre, MO  63628 
February 6, 2001 (file stamp) 
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Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
65 Leon & Kathleen Harris 

January 31, 2001 
66 Vicki Havicon 

9034 Stonewall Drive 
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 
February 6, 2001 (stamped) 

67 Charles R. Burwick 
President-Elect, Audubon Missouri 
January 2, 2001 (e-mail) 

68 Barb Horlen (almost illegible) 
6571 Arsenal St. 
St. Louis, MO  63139 
December 3, 2000 

69 Rhonda Monroe 
Carbondale/Jackson County/Illinois 
December 1, 2000 

70 G. Clare Laune 
16651 Caulks Creek Ridge 
Chesterfield, MO  63005 
February 5, 2001 

71 American Commercial Lines, LLC 
Michael C. Hagan 
President & Chief Executive Officer 
1701 East Market Street 
Jeffersonville, IN  47130-4717 
812-288-0238 
January 5, 2001 

72 No name or address on copy (illegible) 
November 20, 2000 

73 Delwin Johnson 
837 Fairdale 
St. Louis, MO  63119-1219 
November 22, 2000 

74 Jean C. Ponzi 
6928 Glades Avenue 
St. Louis, MO  63139 
February 6, 2001 (e-mail) 
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Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
75 Edmund L. Potts 

1514 Robin Hood Court 
St. Louis, MO  63122-5549 
February 5, 2001 

76 Rebecca Wiederkehr 
1514 Robin Hood Court 
St. Louis, MO  63122-5549 
February 4, 2000 

77 Thomas J. Davidock 
6116 Pershing Ave., #103 
St. Louis, MO  63112 
February 2, 2001 

78 Missouri AFL-CIO 
Hugh M. McVey, President 
208 Madison St. 
Jefferson City, MO  65101 
June 7, 2001 

79 Missouri Native Plant Society 
Jack H. Harris, President 
9708 Green Park Rd. 
St. Louis, MO  63123 
May 26, 2001 

80 Jennifer Hope 
Missouri Botanical Garden 
December 29, 2000 

81 Missouri Parks Association 
Susan Flader, President 
917 Edgewood Ave. 
Columbia, MO  65203 
April 27, 2001 

82 American Lands Alliance 
116½ S. College Ave., Suite 10 
Bloomington, IN  47404 
June 22, 2001 

83 Sierra Club 
Piasa Palisades Group 
223 Market Street 
Alton, IL  62002-6231 
July 2, 2001  
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Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
84 Citizens Electric Corp. 

Daniel Rodamaker, Chief Executive Officer 
150 Merchant St. 
P.O. Box 311 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
August 2, 2001 

85 Friends of the Festus Parks 
Deborah Gambill, President 
P.O. Box 1257 
Festus, MO  63028 
July 12, 2001 

86 Gateway Green Alliance 
Barbara Chicherio 
P.O. Box 8094 
St. Louis, MO  63156 
August 25, 2001 

87 Gateway Ready-Mix, Inc. 
Steven R. Hughes, V.P. 
11930 Dorsett Rd. 
Maryland Heights, MO  63043 
June 7, 2001 

88 Team Sweep USA 
Model Citizen Program 
Lauran DeRigne 
2411 S. 12th St. 
St. Louis, MO  63104 
March 23, 2001 

89 Troy Ready Mix & Material, Inc. 
Todd Schreiter 
2251 W. Outer 61 
Troy, MO  63379 
June 14, 2001 

90 A grouping of 7 form letters. 
 
See page 57 for list of individuals. 

91 A grouping of 87 form letters.  
 
See page 58 for list of individuals. 
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Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
92 Armbruster, Ron 

Broker 
Armbruster Realty Co.  
70 South 3rd 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
573-883-2444 
December 1, 2000 

93 Sherry Boeckelmann 
Undated 

94 Village of Fultz 
Fults, IL  62244 
March 25, 2001 

95 David Durhan 
270 Crescent Ave. 
Valley Park, MO  63088 
January 24, 2001 

96 David Gegg 
Recorder of Deeds 
55 S. 3rd St. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
January 26, 2001 

97 Lewis C. Green 
Green, Hennings & Henry 
705 Olive St., Suite 614 
St. Louis, MO  63101-2208 
February 1, 2001 

98 Charles J. Guenther, Jr. 
40 Willow Hill 
St. Louis, MO  63124 
March 14, 2001 

99 Jim Holland 
13203 Lakewood Dr. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
June 22, 2001 

100 Cheryl D. Lawler 
47 Aberdeen Pl. 
St. Louis, MO  63105 
April 11, 2001 
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Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
101 Joyce Melchers 

4637 Fultz Rd. 
Fults, IL  62244 
February 3, 2001 

102 Loretta Miller 
114 Eastbrook Ln. 
Webster Groves, MO  63119 
April 17, 2001 

103 Carolyn Wright 
Dennis Aulenbacher 
2604 Hanover Rd. 
Columbia, IL  62236 
January 25, 2001 

104 Scott Wright 
Elizabeth Wright 
2557 Hanover Rd. 
Columbia, IL  62236 
January 25, 2001 

105 Francis S. Basler 
Carl F. Basler 
355 S. Brookstone S. Dr. 
St. Louis, MO  63219 
January 13, 2001 

106 Lothar Fieg 
507 LaRose St. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
January 25, 2001 

107 Sister Donna Marie Kist 
St. Angus School 
P.O. Box 154 
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 
January 24, 2001 

108 Mike Ringwald 
Heavy Equip. Operators 
23830 Bourbon Rd. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
January 29, 2001 
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Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
109 Wilma L. Schwent 

104 99 St. Rt. 00 
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 
February 5, 2001 

110 David Weber, Secretary 
Ste. Genevieve IDC 
251 Market St. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
January 25, 2001 

111 Schwent, Lloyd J. 
10499 State Rt. 00 
Bloomsdale, MO 
June 7, 2001 

112 Fred F. Grein 
Grein Valley Palet Co. 
15556 State Route M 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
July 16, 2001 

113 448 letters, dated July 20, 2001, (primarily from Illinois) supporting project. 
 
See page 63 for list of individuals. 

114 Hopkins, Leonard 
Potamology Section 
December 4, 2000 

115 Madras, John 
e-mail address:  nrmadrj@mail.dnr.state.mo.us 
December 4, 2000 

116 Stuppy, Mark 
4599 S. Farm Rd. 107 
Brookline, MO  65619 
May 23, 2001 

117 Les Amis  
John Karel, Bd. Member 
41 Westmoreland Place 
St. Louis, MO  63108 
May 7, 2001 
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Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
118 American Lung Association of Eastern Missouri 

Susannah Fuchs 
Sr. Program Director 
1118 Hampton Ave. 
St. Louis, MO  63139-3196 
May 1, 2000 

119 Asthma & Allergy Foundation of America 
Patricia S. Williams, Ex. Dir. 
1500 South Big Bend 
Suite 1 South 
St. Louis, MO  63117 
September 10, 2001 

120 Kennell, Wilma T 
1332 Runslue 
St. Louis, MO  63130 
September 11, 2001 

121 Illinois Coal Association 
212 Second St. 
Springfield, IL 62701 
Oct. 2, 2001 

122 Ste. Genevieve Co. Memorial Hospital 
Michael J. Laird, FACHE 
Chief Ex. Dir. 
P. O. Box 468 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 63670 
Sept. 26, 2001(4 different topic ltrs) 
December 6, 2000 

123 Perry County Industrial Development Authority 
112 W. Ste. Maries St., Ste. 5 
P. O. Box 109 
Perryville, MO 63775-0109 
Sept. 18, 2001, Sept. 21, 2001 

124 Ste. Genevieve Democratic Club 
Cindy Nugent, Pres. 
Sept. 18, 2001 

125 Fults, Albert 
5684 Dry Fork Rd 
Festus, MO 63028 
Sept. 14, 2001 
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Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
126 Alltype Fire Protection Company 

P. O. Box 32432 
St. Louis, MO 63132 
Sept. 6, 2001 

127 Economic Development Corporation of Jefferson Co. 
P. O. Box 623 
725 Maple St. 
Hillsboro, MO 63050 
Nov. 8, 2001 

128 Bloomsdale Excavating Co., Inc. 
91 Mill Rd. 
P. O. Box 86 
Bloomsdale, MO 63627 
Nov. 12, 2001 

129 Figge, Sharon A. 
David L. Figge 
7749 Becker Rd. 
Bloomsdale, MO 63627 
Nov. 12, 2001(2 identical ltrs from each) 

130 Roth, Mandy R. 
9165 Saddleback Trail 
Bloomsdale, MO 63627 
Nov. 12, 2001 
At new address:  December 1, 2000 
724 Weiler Street, Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 

131 Basler, Welton J. 
Nov. 15, 2001 

132 Bennett, Bambi L. 
306 East Yoakum St. 
Chaffee, MO 63740 
Nov. 6, 2001 

133 Drury, Patrick C. 
13501 Lakewood Dr. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 63670 
Nov. 8, 2001 

134 LaRose, Cheryl A. 
10873 Kimmel Lake Rd. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 63670 
Nov. 8, 2001; 12-01-00 (email) 
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Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
135 Associated Industries of Missouri 

411 Jefferson 
P. O. Box 1709 
Jefferson City, MO 65102 
Nov. 13, 2001 

136 Shiver, Freddie J. 
HCR 60, Box 29 
Vienna, MO 65582 
Nov. 20, 2001 

137 York, Edward C. 
P. O. Box 337 
Dixon, MO 65459 
Nov. 20, 2001 

138 Whittle, Dan 
Sr. Attorney 
Environmental Defense 
March 26, 2001 

139 Sibbing, Julie M. 
Wetlands Legislative Representative 
National Wildlife Federation  
March 26, 2001 

140 Ambs, Todd L. 
Executive Director 
River Alliance of Wisconsin  
March 26, 2001 

141 Moore, Robert J. 
Executive Director 
Prairie Rivers Network  
March 26, 2001 

142 Stein, Jeffrey A. 
Mississippi River Regional Representative 
American Rivers  
March 26, 2001 

143 Beorkrem, Mark N. 
Program Director, Dorps Reform 
Mississippi River Basin Alliance  
March 26, 2001 
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Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
144 Bangert, HC Millstone 

Stephen G. Knobbe, P.E. 
VP-Business Development 
601 Fountain Lakes Blvd. 
St. Charles, MO  63301 
June 22, 2001 

145 Ste. Genevieve County Office of Economic Development 
Marv Harman, Dir. 
251 Market St. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
Jan. 29, 2001 
 
Forwarded 17 letters of support. 
See Page 94 for list of individuals 

146 Barley Chevrolet-Buick, Inc.  
Ken Barley, II 
Member Ste. Genevieve IDC 
Ste. Genevieve Resident & Concerned Citizen 
791 Ste. Genevieve Dr. 
Jct. 61 & 32 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
573-883-3544 
December 19, 2000 
[Rec’d by M &S 3/20/02] 

147 Basler, Brenda S. 
447 Parkview Dr.  
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 
December 1, 2000 

149 Bauman, Heidi M.  
no address 
December 1, 2000 

150 Blum, Gina A.  
9421 Hwy Y 
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 
December 4, 2000 

151 Bucheit, Chauncy 
21959 Kingsman Dr. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
December 1, 2000 
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Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
152 Buerkle, Joe T.  

Buerkle, Beeson, Ludwig, Jackson & Boner, L.C. 
Attorneys at Law 
709 East Main Street 
P.O. Box 290 
Jackson, MO  63755-0290 
573-243-8182                 FAX:  573-243-0388 

153 Burlington Northern Santa Fe 
Roger W. Howard 
Director Government Affairs 
3253 E. Chestnut Expressway 
Springfield, MO  65802 
PH:  417-864-2303                   FAX:  417-864-2303 
January 4, 2001 

154 Coleman, Ron 
President 
Eric Scott    (business name) 
980 Rozier St. 
P.O. Box 443 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670-0443 
573-893-7491           FAX:  573-883-7654 
December 2, 2000 

155 Crandell, Rachel 
1128 Weidman Rd.  
Town and Country, MO  63017 
314-878-8427 
e-mail:  RWCrandell@aol.com 
December 2, 2000 

156 Drury, Doris 
160 Mill Hill Road 
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 
December 2, 2000 

157 Drury, Richard S.  
no address 
December 4, 2000 

158 Drury, Thomas M.  
8327 Becker Road 
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 
December 1, 2000 
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Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
159 Eades, Joe 

Vice President – Conservation 
St. Louis Audubon Society 
(Faxed ) December 5, 2000 

160 Gjerstad, Ron D.  
President 
Bucheit Trucking Service 
33 PCR 540 
Perryville, MO  63775 
December 4, 2000 

161 Greminger, Thomas J.  
Vice President 
Ste. Genevieve Industrial Development Corp. 
13697 Bodine Rd.  
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
573-483-2701 
December 3, 2000 

162 Hermann, Mrs. Leonard 
10879 U.S. Hwy 61 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
December 3, 2000 

163 LaRose, Wes M. 
10873 Kimmel Lake Road 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
November 30, 2000 

164 Loida, Sharon L.  
16022 Sugarbottom Road 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
December 1, 2000 

165 Lurk, John P.  
no address 
December 1, 2000 

166 Lurk, Linda M.  
270 Hwy 61 
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 
December 1, 2000 
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Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
167 Monroe County Illinois  

Board of County Commissioners 
Robert Ripplemeyer, Chairman 
Courthouse 
Waterloo, IL  62298 
618-939-8681, EXT. 214 
(date-stamped December 5, 2000) 

168 Noce, Cheryl A., William K. and V. Geraldine 
888 State Road AA 
Festus, MO  63028 
636-931-0267 
December 4, 2000 

169 Bauman, Brian 
no address 
e-mail:  SMTP:bbp@blex.com 
December 5, 2000 

170 Schaefer, Laura W.  
e-mail address only:  lschaefer@ridgeway.mobot.org 
December 29, 2000 

171 Schwent, Wendy 
9724 E. Cottonwood Ln.  
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 
December 1, 2000 

172 Ste. Genevieve Chamber of Commerce 
Jack Rozier, President 
251 Market St.  
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
December 1, 2000 

173 Ste. Genevieve County  
County Commission 
Ste. Genevieve, MO   63670 
573-883-7202 
December 1, 2000 

174 Ste. Genevieve County Levee District #2 
Emerald J. Loida, President 
P.O. Box 122 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
December 4, 2000 
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Commenter No.  COMMENTER 
175 TransWood, Inc. 

Stan K. Meier 
Vice President of Sales and Marketing 
2565 St. Mary’s Ave.  
P.O. Box 189 
Omaha, Nebraska  68101-0189 
Ph:  402-346-8092        FAX:  402-341-2112 
January 2, 2000 

176 Francis, Jim 
State Farm Insurance 
690 Rozier Street 
P.O. Box 226 
Ste Genevieve, MO  63670 
Off:  573-883-2768         FAX:  573-883-8992 
December 20, 2000 

177 Fitzgerald, Linda Bayles 
General Manager 
Microtel Inn & suites 
21958 Highway 32 
P.O. Box 504 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
573-883-8884   FAX:  573-883-8841 
December 4, 2000 

178 Miller, James 
Sanbornton, NH 03269 

179 Phipps, Jerry 
220 N. Horner 
Lebanon, IL 62254 

180 Williams, Leon 
1806 Mari Dr.  
O’Fallon, IL  62269 

181 Nugent, Robert H.  
Vice Chair 
3rd Congressional District 
8003 Jackson School Road 
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 
July 5, 2001 
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 1 
Comment 

Group No. 6 
Public Workshop Comments– 1/24/01 

Elks Lodge, Ste. Genevieve, MO 
1 Barco, Steve 

St. Louis Herpetological Society 
3 Mont Blanc Ct.  
No city 
636-394-3354 

2 Beckman, Ellen 
6629 Kingsbury Blvd., Apt. 1E 
St. Louis, MO  63130 
314-726-1590 

3 Booker, Kayje   
6026B Westheimer Pl., St. Louis, MO  63112 
Ph:  314-727-7721 

4 Brendel, Ron 
St. Louis Herpetological society 
1105 Barrath Pl, Florissant, MO  63031 
314-839-8675 

5 Bucheit, Chauncy 
S.E. Regional Planning 
P.O. Box 366 
Perryville, MO  63775 
573-547-8357 

6 Buehler, Donna 
320 Fairview 
Festus, MO  63028 
636-937-3473 

7 Byron, Robin 
Robicon Corp. 
9550 St. Rd. DD 
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 
Ph:  573-483-3453 

8 Christian, David S.  
Director 
Public Service Water District 12 
Jefferson County 
2082 State Road AA 
Festus, MO  63228 
636-931-3568 
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Comment 
Group No. 6 

Public Workshop Comments– 1/24/01 
Elks Lodge, Ste. Genevieve, MO 

9 Cooley, Elaine 
4743 Concord School Rd. 
Bloomsdale, MO 
573-483-9900 

10 Craver, Anne 
WGNSS 
402 Edgewood Dr. 
St. Louis, MO  63105 
314-721-1715 

11 Davis, Linda 
13413 Lakeview Dr. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
573-4833368 

12 Drury, Scott 
510 LaRose 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
883-8912 

13 Estes, Jerry 
251 Clement Rd. 
Bloomsdale, MO 63627 
573-483-2844 

14 Gaswell, Larry 
13657 Lakewood Dr. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 
573-5483-3594 

15 Gorton, Alexis 
Washington University Environmental Law Society 
Washington University School of Law 
One Brookings Dr. 
St,. Louis, MO  63130 

16 Grass, Jr.  Tom 
20868 Sieber Rd. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO   
573-883-2038 

17 Gustafson, sue 
429 Belleview Ave. 
St. Louis, MO  63119 
314-968-8128 
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Comment 
Group No. 6 

Public Workshop Comments– 1/24/01 
Elks Lodge, Ste. Genevieve, MO 

18 Hanneken, Rich 
no address 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 
573-883-7074 

19 Havicon, Leo & Nancy 
8901 Stonewall Drive 
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 
573-483-9178 

20 Hendricks, Curtis L.  
St. Louis Herpetological Society 
1838 Victor 
St. Louis, MO  63104 
314-772-0435 

21 Himstedt, Chris 
St. Louis Herpetological Society 
5321 Belmont 
High Ridge, MO  63049 
636-677-6652 

22 Hirschfeld, Ann 
St. Louis Herpetological Society 
2833 Victor 
St. Louis, MO  63104 
314-7720435 

23 Hock, Tim 
13185 Lakewood Dr. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 

24 Holden, Karen 
10898 Morrison Hollow 
Bloomsdale, MO   
573-483-9849 

25 Holland, Jim 
13203 Lakewood Dr. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
573-483-9865 

26 Holland, Kathleen 
13203 Lakewood Dr. St. Genevieve, MO  63670 
573-483-9865 
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Comment 
Group No. 6 

Public Workshop Comments– 1/24/01 
Elks Lodge, Ste. Genevieve, MO 

27 Huck, Donna 
13370 Lindenwood 
St. Genevieve, MO 63670 
573-483-3179 

 28 Johnson, Sarah  
no address 
Ph:  314-721-2479 

29 Kennell, Wilma 
1332 Purdue 
St. Louis, MO  63130 
314-727-2103 

30 Klein, Lesa 
Bloomsdale, MO 63627 

31 Kreitler, Dale 
766 Woodridge Lane 
Perryville  62775 

32 Lurk, John 
270 Hwy 61, Bloomsdale, MO 

33 Lurk, Linda M.  
St. Agnes School 
270 Hwy 61 
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 
573-483-9105 

34 Marler, Lawrence 
649 St. Mary Rd.  
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
883-7388 

35 Miller, Mel 
13163 Lakewood 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 
573-483-2468 

36 Miller, Mrs. Mel 
_____ Lakewood 
Ste. Genevieve, MO   
573-483-2468 

37 Munoz, Sergio 
6107 Valley Cove Ct. 
Imperial, MO  67052 
636-464-3004 
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Comment 
Group No. 6 

Public Workshop Comments– 1/24/01 
Elks Lodge, Ste. Genevieve, MO 

38 Nelson, Terry  
Executive secretary-Treasurer 
Carpenters’ District Counsel of Greater St. Louis 
1401 Hampton Ave. 
St. Louis, MO  6313903198 
314-644-4800 
(1-23-01) 

39 Noce, William K. 
800 Hwy AA 
Festus, MO  63028 
636-937-3387 

40 Phagen, Steven 
13186 Lakewood Drive 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
573-483-2341 

41 Phillips, Dee  
9542 Hwy DD 
Bloomsdale, MO 63627 
Ph:  573-483-2909 

42 Ringwald, Matt 
11548 State Rd. M 
Ste Genevieve, MO   36370 
883-2309 

43 Roth, Dale J. 
Business Representative 
Carpenters’ District Counsel of Greater St. Louis 
1401 Hampton Ave. 
St. Louis, MO  6313903198 

44 Rozier, Jack   (??? last name) 
President 
Ste. Genevieve Chamber of Commerce 
First State Community Bank 
Box 8  
St. Mary, MO  63673 
573-543-2252 
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Comment 
Group No. 6 

Public Workshop Comments– 1/24/01 
Elks Lodge, Ste. Genevieve, MO 

45 Rozier, Joe 
Workforce Employment Solution 
8429 Boveric Ct. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 

46 Schuette, Dan 
MO. DNR 
P.O. Box 176, Jefferson City, MO   
573-751-1327 

47 Smith, Thomas B. 
672 Jefferson St.  
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
573-883-5335 

48 Sparkman, Roy 
no address 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63672 
573-883-3219 

49 Tuller, James L.  
J.L. Tuller Appraisal Co., Inc. 
P.O. Box 8 
Festus, MO  63028 
636-931-2233 

50 VanGrack, Adam 
Washington University 
Box 1120 One Brookings Dr.  
St. Louis, MO  63130 

51 Waltz, Kathy 
Alderman 
City of Ste. Genevieve 
135 N. 4th St. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 
883-3126 

52 Weaver, Rebecca A. 
address illegible 
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 

53 Weiler, Jeff 
no address 
573-883-2131 
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Comment 
Group No. 6 

Public Workshop Comments– 1/24/01 
Elks Lodge, Ste. Genevieve, MO 

54 Weiler, Jimbo 
6 St. Jude Drive 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 
883-2131 

55 Werner, Chris 
10060 State Rt. Y 
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 
483-3185 

56 Witkowski, Jill  
Box 1120  One Brookings __, St. Louis, MO 63130 
Ph:  314-935-6040 

57 Young, Lisa 
address illegible 
Ph: 636-246-8727 

58 Ziebol, Jim 
WGNSS  NABA 
3900 Berger 
St. Louis, MO  63109 
314-781-7372 
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 1 
Comment 
Group # 8 

Missouri Coalition for the Environment 
 
Forwarded 109 Form letters from individuals.   

1.  Albright, Diane J.  
1438 Timberbrook Dr., Kirkwood, MO  63122 

2.  Anderson, Betsey B.  
29 Plant Ave., Webster Groves, MO  63119 

3.  Andria, Kathy 
American Bottom Conservancy 
no address 

4.  Bauer, Paul E.  
4 Club Grounds So. Drive, Florissant, MO  63033 

5.  Benjamin, Dianne 
733 A Le Pere Ave., St. Louis, MO  63132 

6.  Bensman, Jim 
585 Grove Ave. 
Wood River, IL  62095-1615 
Ph:  618/259-3642   (also FAX – call first) 
e-mail: jbensman@ezl.com 

7.  Berg, MD   Daniel  
2717 Ann Ave., St. Louis, MO  63104 

8.  Blake, Leonard W. 
840 Berrick Dr., St. Louis, MO  63132-4809 
11-15-00 

9.  Bohlman, E. Elizabeth 
1022 Whitecliff Drive, St. Louis, MO  63122 

10.  Bohnert, Mary J.  
11705 Lindemere Dr., St. Louis, MO  63131 

11.  Boisseau, Jr.  Marvin E. 
6629 Kingsbury, Union City, MO  63130 

12.  Botz, Joseph B. 
1036 Dorchester, Kirkwood, MO   63122 

13.  Botz,      (first name illegible) 
6041 Waterman Blvd., St. Louis, MO  63112 

14.  Botz,     (first name illegilbe) 
30 Cambridge, Granite City, IL  62040 

15.  Botz,    (first name illegible)    (different signature) 
30 Cambridge Dr., Granite City, IL 62040 
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Comment 
Group # 8 

Missouri Coalition for the Environment 
 
Forwarded 109 Form letters from individuals.   

16.  Botz, Betty 
1036 Dorchester, Kirkwood, MO  63122 

17.  Botz, David J.  
7332 Weil Ave., St. Louis, MO  63119 

18.  Botz, John 
109 Claybrook Ct., St. Charles, MO  63304 

19.  Botz, Lisa 
109 Claybrook, St. Charles, MO  63304 

20.  Buchholtz, Viola A.  
111 Joyce Ellen Lane, Apt. B, Ferguson, MO  63135-2155 

21.  Burris, Robert 
6651 Clemens #2, St, Louis, MO  63130 

22.  Cohen, Kenneth A.  
6143 Kingsbury, St. Louis, MO  63112 

23.  Cohn Sherrye 
19 Wydown Terrace, St, Louis, MO  63105 

24.  Coles, Richard W.  
220 Hickory Lane, Eureka, MO  63025 

25.  Conley, Theresa L.  
no address 

26.  Crandell, Rachel 
1128 Weidman Rd., Town & Country, Mo  63017 

27.  Craver,  MD    Jeffrey L.  
401 Edgewood Dr., St. Louis, MO 
11-16-00 

28.  Craver, Anne D. 
401 Edgewood Dr., St, Louis, MO  63105 

29.  Delaney, MD    Nancy Z. 
no address  

30.  Descher, Jane M. 
4649 Baybrook Dr., St. Louis, MO  63123 

31.  Downing, Angela D 
No address 

32.  Drey, Leo 
515  West Point Dr., Union City, MO  63130 
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Comment 
Group # 8 

Missouri Coalition for the Environment 
 
Forwarded 109 Form letters from individuals.   

33.  Duffey, Lisa 
no address 
12-1-00 

34.  Egenriether, Richard 
2160 Tower Grove Ave., St. Louis, MO  63110 

35.  Flier, Vicki 
18 Algonquin Wood, St. Louis, Mo.  63122-2013 
11-16-00 

36.  Francis, Lisa M. 
no address 

37.  Fulton, Cindy 
224 Papin, St. Louis, MO  63119 

38.  G____________, K.L.      Illegible 
no address 

39.  Garin, David L.  
6186 Westminster Pl., St. Louis, MO  63112 

40.  Glass, Mr. & Mrs. Richard 
8737 Villa Crest Dr., St. Louis, MO  63126 

41.  Gustafson, Susan M.  
429 Belleview Ave., Webster Groves, MO  63119 

42.  H_____, John    Illegible 
1104 Yale Avenue, St. Louis, MO  63117 

43.  Harlan, Marilyn 
8708 Sturdy Dr., St. Louis, MO  63126 

44.  Harris, Patricia A.  
9708 Green Park Rd., St. Louis, MO  63123 

45.  Heger, David M.  
749 Henram Ave., Apt. 2 South 
University City, MO  63130 

46.  Helman, Jordan  
110 Stoneyside, St. Louis, MO  63132 

47.  Helmholt, Jamie M.  
no address 

48.  Hach, Bryce 
5153 Waterman, St. Louis, MO  63108 
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Comment 
Group # 8 

Missouri Coalition for the Environment 
 
Forwarded 109 Form letters from individuals.   

49.  Horler, B____    Illegible 
6571 Arsenal St., St. Louis, MO  63139 
12-03-00 

50.  Inman, Kim 
9635 Yorkshire Estates, Crestwood, MO  63126 

51.  Jones, Carol Westerman 
3310 Hwy 127, Carbondale, IL  62901 

52.  Jones, Tony 
3310 Hwy 127, Carbondale, IL  62901 

53.  Jordan, Jim 
7210 Dale Ave., St. Louis, MO  63117 

54.  Juneau, Patricia K.  
8131 Roxburgh Dr., East St. Louis, MO 

55.  Ke_____, M.         Illegible 
212 River Bend, Chesterfield, MO  63017 

56.  Kellerman, Edith R.  
237 Rosemont Ave., Webster Groves, MO  63119-2412 

57.  Kennell, Wilma T.  
1332 Purdue, St. Louis, Mo  63130 

58.  King, Susan 
5530 Holly Hills, St. Louis, MO  63109 

59.  Lammert, Susan 
no address 
12-04-00 

60.  LaMoneca, Richard 
703 Crompton Ct., Crestwood, MO  63126 

61.  LaMotte, Clifford E. and Judith E,  
4053 Magnolia Ave., St. Louis, MO  63110 

62.  Laune, G. Clare 
16651 Caulkes Creek Ridge, Chesterfield, MO  63005 

63.  Lihou, Leslie 
7008 Amherst Ave., St. Louis, MO  63130 

64.  Lithmann, Debbie 
5660 Kingsbury Pl.  #215, St. Louis, MO  63112 

65.  Logan, Joseph P. 
One Firstar Plaza, Suite 3300, St. Louis, MO  63101 
11-16-00 
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Comment 
Group # 8 

Missouri Coalition for the Environment 
 
Forwarded 109 Form letters from individuals.   

66.  Loudermilk, Gretchen Krieg 
146 Helfenstein, St. Louis, MO  63119 

67.  Lueker, Margaret 
7201 Waterman, St. Louis 

68.  Lyons, Arthur 
1316 Welbran, St. Louis, MO  63130 

69.  Martinez, Zuleyma Lang 
7500 Trenton Ave., St. Louis, MO  63130 

70.  McCormick, Patricia A. 
1338 Eaglebrook Ct., Manchester, MO  63021 
11-16-00 

71.  McFall, Robert 
7504-D Triwoods, St. Louis, MO  63119 

72.  McNeil, Jerry 
6671 Kingsbury Blvd., St. Louis, MO  63130 

73.  Miller, Rebecca J.  
145 W. rose Hill, Kirkwood, MO  6312 

74.  Monroe, Rhonda 
e-mail:  rsmonroe@siu.edu 
Lives in southern Illinois 
12-01-00 

75.  No name – letter  is copied so signature is omitted 
Handwritten letter.  Included with form letter group. 
11-20-00 

76.  O’Keefe, Eileen F.  
634 Sherwood Drive, St. Louis, MO  63119 

77.  O’Keefe, Kathleen 
Attorney at Law 
634 Sherwood Dr., St. Louis, MO  63119 

78.  Okenfuss, Elizabeth 
212 Riverbend Dr., Chesterfield, MO  63017 

79.  Olbrich, Bill 
8723 Bridgeport, St, Louis, MO  63144 

80.  Parada, Jamie 
909 Apt. 1N St. Rita, St. Louis, MO  63105 

81.  Prokhorets, Vera 
9490 Olive, Apt. F, St. Louis, MO  63132 
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Comment 
Group # 8 

Missouri Coalition for the Environment 
 
Forwarded 109 Form letters from individuals.   

82.  Pryor, Kathryn  
5860 DeGiverville, St. Louis, MO 63112 

83.  Pufalt, Caroline 
Chair, Ozark Chapter, Sierra Club 
13415 Land O Woods #3, St. Louis, MO  63141-6078 

84.  Rickerts, Margaret D. and James L.  
no address 

85.  Sant, Caroline 
9720 Litzinger  Rd., St. Louis, MO  63124 

86.  Santag, Fran 
6671 Kingsbury, St. Louis, MO  63130 

87.  Schmidt, Edgar 
7307 Lindbergh Dr., St. Louis, MO  63117 

88.  Schwartz, Sarah 
no address 

89.  Smith, Marva 
no address 

90.  Steinback, Leon 
57 Coachlight Lane, Hazelwood, MO  63042 

91.  Sutfin, Julie 
1718 Boneta Ave., St. Louis, MO  63117 
Ph:  645-5923 
e-mail:  juliesutgin@yahoo.com 

92.  Swayzee, Mary King 
e-mail:  MaryKingSwayzee@aol 
11-18-00 

93.  Talonn, Daniel 
8661 Barry Lane, St. Louis, MO  63124 

94.  Therrell, Theresa M.  
5824 Nottingham  2 W, St. Louis, MO  63109 

95.  Todorovich, Pamela 
#8 Fair Oaks, St. Louis, MO  63124 

96.  Townsend, Chris D. 
No address 

97.  Vollmer, Greg 
4218 Fox Creek, Mr. Vernon, IL  62864 
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Comment 
Group # 8 

Missouri Coalition for the Environment 
 
Forwarded 109 Form letters from individuals.   

98.  Vollmer, Susan M.  
4218 Fox Creek, Mr. Vernon, IL  62864 

99.  Von Plonski, Kelly 
6934 A Alabama, St. Louis, Mo  63111 

100. Washburne, Carol L.  
78 Conway Cove Dr., Chesterfield, MO  63017 
11-25-00 

101. White, Susan P.  
no address 

102. Wilson, David 
617 N. Bonapart, St. Louis, MO  63119 

103. Wool, Kimberly 
No address 

104. Wright, Rebecca M.  
Board Member 
Missouri Coalition for the Environment 
627 Delmar Blvd.  2 E, St. Louis, MO  63130 

105. Zarembha, Esq.  Arlene 
7500 Trenton Ave., St. Louis, MO  63130 

106. Madden, Jane 
3935 Burgen 
St. Louis, MO 63116 

107. Palmer, Jack A. 
521 Nirk Ave. 
St. Louis, MO 63122 

108. Selone, Rebecca 
4319 McPherson Ave. 
St. Louis, MO  63108 

109. Whitney, Carol 
7C Colonial Village Ct. 
St. Louis MO 63119 

 1 
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 1 
Comment 
Group No. 

14 

French Valley Conservancy 
Forwarded 145 Form letters from individuals. 

1.  Elliott, Stan 
1317 Mill St., Marystown, IL  62256 

2.  Steingruby (?),         (first name illegible) 
P.O. Box 9 
Marystown, IL  62256 

3.  Muntz, David A.  
1251 Main St.  
Marystown, IL   62256 

4.  Murphy, Chad 
5787 Brett Michael Lane 
Belleville, IL  62223 

5.  Castell, Kenneth L.  
1022 Mioll Street 
Marystown, IL  62256 

6.  Birk, Christy 
4402 Marystown Rd.  
Fults, IL  62244 

7.  Coleno, Richard 
401 Henry 
Prairie du Rocher, IL  62277 

8.  Coleno, Anne 
401 Henry 
Prairie du Rocher, IL  62277 

9.  Hendershot, Susan & Mark 
402 Du Clos 
Prairie du Rocher, IL   

10.  Koch, Gordon W.  
3604 State Rt. 155 
Prairie du Rocher, IL  62277 

11.  Hoffman, Jackie 
4458 Bluff Rd.  
Fultz, IL 

12.  Dickerson, Billie 
608 Main St..  
Prairie du Rocher, IL 62277 



 

 
234 

 

Comment 
Group No. 

14 

French Valley Conservancy 
Forwarded 145 Form letters from individuals. 

13.  Moore, Tina 
6486 Simpson St.  
Modoc, IL  62261 

14.  Schlesinger, Richard 
420 Circle Dr. 
Prairie du Rocher, IL 62277 

15.  Brown, Sr.   Lloyd A.  
504 Bluff St. 
Prairie du Rocher, IL   

16.  Brown, Jr.  Lloyd A.  
315 Market St.  
Prairie du Rocher, IL  62277 

17.  Ray, Richard L.  
609 Cottonwood St,  
Prairie du Rocher, IL  62277 

18.  Schneider, Betty A.  
610 Middle St.  
Prairie du Rocher, IL  62277-2134 

19.  Moran, Jerry 
809 Conner St.  
Prairie du Rocher, IL   62277 

20.  Biethman,  Annette 
217 Godier St.  
Prairie du Rocher, IL  62277 

21.  DeRoune, Deanne 
506 Bluff St.  
Prairie du Rocher, IL 

22.  Davis, Daniel & Anna Marie 
200 Bluffview Drive 
Prairie du Rocher, IL  62277 

23.  Davis, Martha 
6474 VV Rd. 
Prairie du Rocher, IL   

24.  Skaggs, Shirley & Phillip 
808 Conner St. 
Prairie du Rocher, IL  62277] 
(618) 284-3520 
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Comment 
Group No. 

14 

French Valley Conservancy 
Forwarded 145 Form letters from individuals. 

25.  Huntley, Sandra 
2498 Laurent Rd.  
Prairie du Rocher, IL  62277 

26.  Stemmley, Duane 
219 Willow Ridge  
Valmeyer, IL 

27.  Muentz, Joseph 
6461 Old Orchard Lane 
Waterloo, IL  62298 

28.  Goldschmidt, Charles 
1206 DD Rd 
Columbia, IL 

29.  Liefer, Gregory   
226 N. Cedar Bluff Dr.  
Valmeyer, IL  62295 

30.  Alatorre, Brad 
308 E. Harrisonville Dr.  
Valmeyer, IL 

31.  Kennedy, Bryan K.    (last name hard to read) 
342 Briarwood 
Waterloo, IL 

32.  Goldschmidt, Wade 
4171 Marystown Rd.  
Fults, IL  62244 

33.  Bundy, Mark 
1320 Mill St. 
Marystown, IL  62256 

34.  Uhl, Nancy & George 
1109 Mill St.  
Marystown, IL  62256 

35.  Meadors, Bill 
602 Meyer 
Valmeyer, IL 

36.  Rednour, Jr.   Sheldon R.  
230 E. Hunters Ridge 
Valmeyer, IL  62275 
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Comment 
Group No. 

14 

French Valley Conservancy 
Forwarded 145 Form letters from individuals. 

37.  Newingham, Gary 
2025 Caseyville Ave. 
Swansea, IL  62226 

38.  Luddeke, Dean    
613 N. Charles 
Belleville, IL  62220 

39.  Illegible last name, Nathan         
2025 Caseyville Ave.  
Swansea, IL  62226 

40.  Sippel, Richard 
5228 Timberlake 
Waterloo, IL  62298 

41.  Kelley, Natasha 
602 Meyer Dr. 
Valmeyer, IL  62295 

42.  Nabers, Todd 
P.O. Box 96 
Marystown, IL  62256 

43.  Birk, Faye 
4402 Marystown Rd.  
Fults, IL  62244 

44.  Eschmann, Danibeth 
1026 Main St.  
Fults, IL  62244 

45.  Braswell, David M.  
1805 Main 
Marystown, IL  62256 

46.  Muntz, Anita  
1251 Main  
Marystown, IL 

47.  Rahn, Ken 
4009 Baum Rd.  
Marystown, IL  62256 

48.  Houston, Mary Jane 
1110 Hanover St,  
Marystown, IL  62256 



 

 
237 

 

Comment 
Group No. 

14 

French Valley Conservancy 
Forwarded 145 Form letters from individuals. 

49.  Berg, Sr.  David A. and Sandy 
P.O. Box 23 
1120 Jacob Lane 
Marystown, IL  62256 

50.  Meadors, Tom 
602 Meyer Dr.  
Valmeyer, IL 

51.  Marquardt, Marvin 
106 S. Moore 
no town 

52.  Theissen, Glen 
100 e. Woodland 
no town 

53.  Meadors, A.J.  
411 High St.  
Red Bud, IL  62278 

54.  Meadors, Bernice 
602 Meyer 
Valmeyer, IL  62295 

55.  Braswell, Marcia 
1101 Main 
Marystown, IL  62256 

56.  Rahn, Jean 
4009 Baum Rd. 
Marystown, IL   62256 

57.  Eschmann, Alan 
1026 Main St.  
Marystown, IL  62256 

58.  Ruiz, Sharon J.  
1301 Mill St.  
Marystown, IL  62256 

59.  Ruiz, Timothy D.  
P.O. Box 24 
1301 Mill St.  
Marystown, IL  62256 
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Comment 
Group No. 

14 

French Valley Conservancy 
Forwarded 145 Form letters from individuals. 

60.  Nabers, Cindy 
P.O. Box 96 
Marystown, IL  62256 

61.  Birk, Charles 
4402 Marystown Rd.  
Fults, IL  72244 

62.  Birk, Gilbert 
312 Shiloh 
Red Bud, IL  62278 

63.  Mueller, Dan 
4700 Fischer Rd.  
Fults, IL  62244 

64.  Schwarze, Lisa 
3010 Long Lake Rd.  
Valmeyer, IL  62295 

65.  Harris, Daniel E. 
1305 Franklin 
Marystown, IL  62256 

66.  Hesterberg, Florence 
1202 Main   Box 72 
Marystown, IL  62256 

67.  Wahlman, Robert 
608 Main St.  
Prairie du Rocher, IL  62277 

68.  Brown, Gwen 
504 Bluff St.  
Prairie du Rocher, IL   

69.  Brown, Margaret A. 
315 Market St.  
Prairie du Rocher, IL  62277 

70.  Schneider, William E.  
610 Middle St.  
Prairie du Rocher, IL  62277-2134 

71.  Brown, Richard  
506 Bluff Rd.  
Prairie du Rocher, IL    
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Comment 
Group No. 

14 

French Valley Conservancy 
Forwarded 145 Form letters from individuals. 

72.  Davis, Denise 
200 Bluffview Dr,  
Prairie du Rocher, IL  7=62277 

73.  Huntley, John E.  
2498 Laurent Rd.  
Prairie du Rocher, IL  62277 

74.  Buck, Roy  
6568 Lake Forest Dr.  
Waterloo 

75.  Illegible 
2843 Sutterville Rd.  
Fults, IL  62244 

76.  Eschmann, Maribeth 
1026 Main St.  
Fults, IL   62244 

77.  Bundy, Paula 
1320 Mill St.  
Marystown, IL   62256 

78.  Birk, Pat 
312 Shiloh Dr.  
Red Bud, IL  62278 

79.  Mathews, J.J. 
7279 Mathews Rd.  
Prairie du Rocher, IL  62277 

80.  Bielfeld, Lucille 
405 Duclos 
Priarie du Rocher, IL  62277 

81.  Bedicks, Louise M.  
P.O. Box 95 
Prairie du Rocher, IL  62277 

82.  Steibel, Tom 
1572 G. Road 
Prairie du Rocher, IL  62277 

83.  Lux, Thomas 
1118 G. Road 
Prairie du Rocher, IL  62277 
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Comment 
Group No. 

14 

French Valley Conservancy 
Forwarded 145 Form letters from individuals. 

84.  Dufreune, Edward & Carol 
7530 Dufreune Lane 
Prairie du Rocher, IL 62277 

85.  Braun, Vernon 
945 Bluff Rd.  
Prairie du Rocher, IL 62277 

86.  Melliere. Judy 
1015 Water 
Prairie du Rocher, IL 62277 

87.  Brown, Irene 
945 Bluff Rd.. 
Prairie du Rocher, IL  62277 

88.  Dufreune Farms 
7530 Dufreune Lane 
Prairie du Rocher, IL   62277 

89.  Kennedy, Marvin  
7635 Carr Rd.  
Prairie du Rocher, IL   62277 

90.  Kuiker, Delbert G.  
6899 Bluff Rd.  
Prairie du Rocher, IL 62277 

91.  Lux, Marlene 
1118 G Rd.  
Prairie du Rocher, IL 62277 

92.  Steibel, Tony 
5508 VV Road 
Prairie du Rocher, IL  62277 

93.  Mitchell, Michael S.  
13349 apache Point 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 

94.  Schinzing, Mr. & Mrs. Cledus 
13507 Kitt Park Dr.  
Ste. Genevieve, MO  62670 

95.  Rosso, Tino & Marie 
13302 Kitt Park Dr.  
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
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Comment 
Group No. 

14 

French Valley Conservancy 
Forwarded 145 Form letters from individuals. 

96.  Holloway, Rebecca 
6621 Kinsey Rd.  
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 

97.  Nappit, Daina 
121 Eckardt 
Hillsboro, MO 

98.  Greenfield, John 
no address 
Festus, MO 

99.  Alley, Mandy 
5736 Wendl Dr.  
Hillsboro, MO  63050 

100. Livengood, Phyllis 
P.O. Box 9 
Valles Mines  63087 

101. Roeder, Jenny 
151 Starling 
Arnilel, MO  63010 

102. Zoelner, Sandra 
6351 Captiva 
(zip code only)    63052 

103. Triplett, Connie 
K1242 s. Lake Dr.  
DeSoto, MO 

104. Pettit, Brent 
3384 Winter Lane 
DeSoto, MO  63020 

105. Ringer, Jean M.  
13431 Apache Pt.  
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 

106. Pedroley, Krystal 
7189 Burgess Dr.  
Barnhart, MO  63012 

107. Barks, Jamie 
726 Johnson Rd.  
Bloomsdale, MO  63629 
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Comment 
Group No. 

14 

French Valley Conservancy 
Forwarded 145 Form letters from individuals. 

108. Taschler, F.J. 
108 Greenbrier Blvd.  
Festus, MO  63028 

109. Stroup, Sheree 
7215 Burgess 
Barnhart, MO  63012 

110. Lawson, James F.  
6674 Autumn Oak 
Bloomsdale, MO 

111. Compton, Mavis J.   (not sure about last name) 
3 Happy Hollow 
Festus, MO 

112. Seety, Judith L.  
6916 Willing 
Barnhart, MO 63012 

113. Witt, Laura 
46 Christina Dr.  
Pevely, MO 63070 

114. Weiss, Robert D.  
501 So. 3rd 
DeSoto, MO 

115. Davis, Laura 
3177 Pinebrook 
Arnold, MO  63010 

116. Knox, Wendy a.  
4120 O’Bannon Rd.  
St. Louis, MO 63129 

117. Tetrault, Clara 
313 Virginia 
Crystal City, MO  63019 

118. Gray, Roy 
5260 Hillsboro Rd.  
Farmington, MO 63640 

119. Nippa, Raymond 
1613 Rock Rd.  
DeSoto, MO  63020 
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Comment 
Group No. 

14 

French Valley Conservancy 
Forwarded 145 Form letters from individuals. 

120. Parker, Theresa 
4992 Tree Ridge Trail 
Hillsboro, MO 63050 

121. Brown, Bill 
3375 LeMehl 
DeSoto, MO  63020 

122. Ballard, Mel 
504 Edgewood  
Festus, MO  63028 

123. Smith, Greg 
1753 Marble springs 
Barnhart, MO  63012 

124. Smith, R.C.  
1755 Marble Springs Rd.  
Barnhart, MO  63012 

125. Macke, Linda 
158 Cedar Trails 
Festus, MO   

126. Vessells, Mitchell 
3416 Jarvis Rd.  
Hillsboro, MO 

127. Sims, Brenda 
602 Apple St.  
Pevely, MO  63070 
(636) 479-4019 

128. Hagen, Tommy & Kelly J.  
146 N. 9th St.  
Festus, MO  63028 
(636) 933-3831 

129. Chapa, Janey 
Festus, MO  

130. Fischer, April  
13 Cherrywood Ct.  
Barnhart, MO  63012 

131. Haverstick, Christine 
P.O. Box 835 
Festus, MO  63028 



 

 
244 

 

Comment 
Group No. 

14 

French Valley Conservancy 
Forwarded 145 Form letters from individuals. 

132. Jones, Rose Mary  
4600 Pioneer 
Hillsboro, MO 

133. Meyer, Mark  
611 Barbara ] 
Festus, MO  63028 

134. Williams, Ramona 
160 Main St. 
P.O. Box 4 
Fults, IL  62244 

135. Williams, Eugene 
160 Main St. 
P.O. Box 4 
Fults, IL  62244 

136. Sutter, Linda 
161 Main St.  
Fults, IL  62244 

137. Whelan, Jill 
3034 Bluff Rd.  
Fults, IL  62244 

138. Ripplemeyer, Randy 
162 Church St. 
Fults, IL  62244 

139. Sutter, William J.  
161 Main St.  
Fults, IL  62244 

140. Sutter, Jennifer L.  
161 Main St.  
Fults, IL  62244 

141. Beckman, Elaine 
236 Main St.  
Fults, IL  62244 

142. Steinwagner, Mary L.  
201 Bluff-View 
Prairie du Rocher, IL  62277 
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Comment 
Group No. 

14 

French Valley Conservancy 
Forwarded 145 Form letters from individuals. 

143. Ponzi, Jean C.  
6928 Glades Avenue 
St. Louis, MO  63139 

144. Steingruby, Maxine 
P.O. Box 0 
Marystown, IL  62256 

145. Huntley, Neil 
P.O. Box 64 
PDR, IL  62277 

 1 
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 1 
Comment 
Group No. 

20 

Webster Groves Nature Study Society 
Forwarded 80 form letters. 

1.  Albendig ??, Ed            (last name is a guess) 
no address 

2.  Albendig, Ellen 
no address 

3.  Albendig, Francie 
no address 

4.  Amelung ??,      (this is a guess -- mostly illegible) 
no address 

5.  Amelung ??,      (this is a guess -- mostly illegible) 
no address   DIFFERENT SIGNATURE 

6.  Alexander, Stephen J.  
9020 Laurel Court 
St. Louis, MO  63126 

7.  Bedan, David 
2001 Chapel Wood Rd.  
Columbia, MO  65201 
12/27/00 

8.  Benjamin, Dianne 
733 A. LePere Ave.  
St. Louis, MO  63132 

9.  Bienvenue, Michael L.  
no address 

10.  Boardman, Sherrill A.  
no address 

11.  Breshears, Suzanne 
211 Coachman Way 
O’Fallon, MO  63326 

12.  Carl___, Larry    Illegible 
225 S. Meanes Ave., Suite 325 
St. Louis, MO  63105 

13.  Carson, Elizabeth A.  
3915 Olive St. #237 
St. Louis, MO  63108 

14.  Clauson, Jeanne 
no address 

15.  Crandell, Rachel 
1128 Weidman Rd.  
Town and Country, MO  63017 
12/27/00 
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Comment 
Group No. 

20 

Webster Groves Nature Study Society 
Forwarded 80 form letters. 

16.  Crandell, Abigail E. & Jeremy and Lisa Stocking 
122 Old Ballwin Rd.  D 
Manchester, MO  63021 
(1/03/01) 

17.  Crandell, Dwight S.  
5050 Oakland Ave. 
St. Louis, MO  63110 
1/0301 

18.  Davis, Linda Lee 
13413 Lakeview Dr.  
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 

19.  Delashmit, Don & Cheryl 
7915 Liberty School Rd.  
Leslie, MO  63056 
573-484-3137 

20.  Delventha, Dr. Elmer F. 
4 Timberstone Court 
Manchester, MO 63021 

21.  Denney, Becky 
625 Angenette Ave.  
Kirkwood, MO  63122-6220 
314-821-5524 

22.  Duffey, Lisa 
no address 

23.  Edwards, Dave 
no address 

24.  Flier, Vicki 
(Director, WGNSS & Director, St. Louis Audubon) 
18 Algonquin Wood Place 
Glendale, MO  63122-2013 

25.  Frazier, Kimberley 
4601 Maryland 
St. Louis, MO  63108 
1/06/01 

26.  Goellner, Ron & Karen 
1350 Forest Ave.  
Kirkwood, MO  63122 

27.  Gonterman, J.W. 
5620 Leona 
St. Louis, MO  63116 
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Comment 
Group No. 

20 

Webster Groves Nature Study Society 
Forwarded 80 form letters. 

28.  Gonterman, Sherill L.  
7169 Manchester Rd.  
St. Louis, MO  63143 
1/06/01 

29.  Gustafson, Susan M.  
429 Belleview Ave. 
St. Louis, MO  63119 

30.  Hausladen, Laura & Steve 
223 Heather Crest 
Chesterfield, MO  63017 

31.  Hardin, Marion 
718 Westchester 
Kirkwood, MO  63122 

32.  Haskell, Norman 
(President, St. Louis Herpetological Society) 

33.  Hely, Jr.   Robert E,  
1638 Yale 
St. Louis, MO  63117 

34.  Himstedt, Chris 
5321 Belmont 
High ridge, MO  63049 

35.  Holmberg, Nels 
Ecological Consultant 
no address 
Washington, MO 

36.  Illegible 
7520 Illegible Blvd. 
Clayton, MO  63105 

37.  Illegible 
7424 Canterbury  Apt. 101 
St. Louis, MO  63134-3349 

38.  Johns, Althea P. 
225 S. Meramec Ave, Suite 321 
St. Louis, MO  63105 

39.  Kellerman, Elaine R.  
237 Rosemont Ave.  
Webster Groves, MO  63119 

40.  Kennell, Wilma 
1332 Peachtree 
St. Louis, MO  63130 

41.  Kensler, Lisa 
13201 Clayton Rd.  
St. Louis, MO  63131 
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Comment 
Group No. 

20 

Webster Groves Nature Study Society 
Forwarded 80 form letters. 

42.  Kersulyle, Dange 
6234 Washington Ave.  
St. Louis, MO  63130 

43.  Kurlundski, Barbara A. 
5020 Leona 
St Louis, MO  63116 

44.  Lenort, Donald 
900 N. Washington Ave.  
Union, MO  63084 

45.  Magner, BCE  J.M. 
Marshall Magner, Entomology 
(Chairperson, WGNSS) 
no address 

46.  McCormick, Anne 
(Director, WGNSS) 
587 Andrews Ave.  
St. Louis, MO  63122 

47.  McCormick, Patricia A.  
(Vice President, WGNSS 
no address 

48.  McGinn, Charlotte M.  
4719 Hannover 
Afton, MO  63123 

49.  McKenna. Billie 
no address 

50.  Moe, Jeannie A.  
(Secretary, WGNSS) 
2419 Mayer Dr.  
St. Charles, MO  63301 

51.  Molyneaux. John E.  
(Past Chair, Conservation Committee – WGNSS) 
7822 Garden Ave. 
St. Louis, MO 6311 

52.  No name (2nd page missing) 
6265 Franks Rd. 
House Springs, MO  63051 
12/20/00 

53.  Pirtle, Kellye 
no address 

54.  Ponce, Gale E.    (not sure of name) 
(Member, Board of Directors, St. Louis Audubon) 
1555 Maple Lane 
Ellisville, MO  63011 
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Comment 
Group No. 

20 

Webster Groves Nature Study Society 
Forwarded 80 form letters. 

55.  Pontell, Peter 
no address 

56.  Portell, Gary R.  
no address 

57.  Randall, Joseph D.           (last name partly illegible) 
1531 Washington Ave.  6F 
St. Louis, MO  63103 

58.  Reichman, Melissa 
1731 Princeton Place 
St. Louis, MO  63117 
e-mail:  dyliedog@postnet.com 

59.  Rober___, David 
(President, WGNSS) 
429 Belleview Ave. 
Webster Groves, MO  63119 

60.  Robertson, Ruth 
no address 

61.  Schaus, Jennifer 
School Programs Instructor 
Missouri Botanical Garden 
no address 

62.  Schmidt, Gay T.  
no address 

63.  Sexauer, Stephen J.  
9020 Laurel Crest 
St. Louis, MO  63126 

64.  Soissons, Neika 
9396 Golden Gate Rd. 
St. Louis, MO  63144 

65.  Thelen, Michael S.  
943 Morehouse Lane 
University city, MO  63130 

66.  Thorpe, Phyllis 
7717 Jerome Ave.  
St. Louis, MO  63143 

67.  Torlina, Christine M.  
no address 

68.  Van Horn, G____ L.   Illegible 
no address 

69.  Walker, Heather C.  
no address 
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Group No. 

20 

Webster Groves Nature Study Society 
Forwarded 80 form letters. 

70.  Warren, Doris & Dennis 
1409 Shephard Ridge Spur 
Wildwood, MO  63038 

71.  Watson,  Jod____   Illegible 
no address 

72.  White, Susan 
no address 

73.  Williams, Robert A. & Janice M. 
1478 Heartnut Rd.  
Holts Summit, MO 

74.  Wilson, Bradly D.  
4309 Steins 
St. Louis, MO 63116 

75.  Wilson, Joan M.  
no address 

76.  Winning___, Jon R.   (partially illegible) 
no address 

77.  Zeloski, Michael F.  
21 Sweetwood Ct.  
Ballwin, MO  63011 
636-227-7754 

78.  Ziebol, James P.  
3900 Berger Ave. 
St. Louis, MO  63109 

79.  Duer, Mary & Harry (Partially Illegible) 
8534 Elgin Ave. 
St. Louis MO 63123 
January, 2001 
[Rec’d by M&S 3-20-02] 

80.  Hagan, A. __ 
5152 Susan Hills 
Mehlville, MO  63128 
January, 2001 
[Rec’d by M&S 3-20-02 
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 2 

Comment 
Group No. 

90 

A grouping of 7 form letters. 
 

1.  Asner, Herschel 
10381 Oxford Hill Dr., #22, St. Louis, MO  63146 
March 12, 2001 

2.  Lachajczyk, Kelly 
7054 Lindell Boulevard, University City, MO  63130 
March 12, 2001 

3.  Lihou., Leslie 
7008 Amherst Ave.  
St. Louis, MO  63130 
March 20, 2001 

4.  Muckerman, Nancy A.  
no address 
April 12, 2001 

5.  Muia, Gloria 
1002 Pocono Trail, Ballwin, MO  63201 
March 16, 2001 

6.  Nieuwendaal, Marge 
724 Sandy Summit, Manchester, MO  63021 
March 24, 2001 

7.  White,  R. Jason 
5709-D S. Broadway, St. Louis, MO  63111 
March 18, 20001 
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Comment 
Group No. 

91 

A grouping of 87 form letters, dated June, 2001. 
 

1.  Allison, Sharon 
Pevely, MO 

2.  Barks, Jamie L. 
726 Johnson Road, Bloomsdale, MO 

3.  Barks, Linley 
726 Johnson Road, Bloomsdale, MO 

4.  Barks, Ronald L.  
726 Johnson Road, Bloomsdale, MO 

5.  Bess, Sr.  Steven a.  
Bonne Terre, MO  63628 

6.  Boeckstiegel, Elizabeth 
Bloomsdale, MO 

7.  Boeckstiegel, John a.  
Bloomsdale, MO 

8.  Campbell, Kevin  
Bloomsdale, MO 

9.  Casey, Lawrence Wayne 
South Jefferson County, MO 

10.  Chance, George W. 
Jefferson County, MO 

11.  Cochran ?, William 
St. Genevieve County, MO 

12.  Colburn, Marilyn E.  
St. Genevieve County, MO 

13.  Cook, James J.  
Johnson Road, Bloomsdale, MO 

14.  Coplin, Fern M. 
Herculaneum, MO 

15.  Coplin, Theresa 
Festus, MO 

16.  Davis, Claudia 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 

17.  Donovan, Marian 
Pevely, MO 

18.  Dunn, Sally 
Herculaneum, MO 
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Group No. 

91 

A grouping of 87 form letters, dated June, 2001. 
 

19.  Fellion, Annie 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 

20.  Ferguson, Jim 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 

21.  Ferguson, Mary Beth 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 

22.  Foerstel, Jr.  Kenneth H. 
738 Johnson Rd., Bloomsdale, MO  63627 

23.  Frave, Edward B. and Billie J.  
DeSoto, MO 

24.  Goehe, Lisa and Scott 
Bloomsdale, MO 

25.  Hansen, Rita 
Festus, MO 

26.  Harris, Kathleen 
Bloomsdale, MO 

27.  Harris, Leon a.  
Bloomsdale, MO 

28.  Havicon, Leo J.  
8901 Stonewall Dr., Bloomsdale, MO 

29.  Havicon, Nancy 
8901 Stonewall Dr., Bloomsdale, MO 63627 

30.  Hedrick, Nakia 
Horine, MO 

31.  Heinzman, Michael G.  
Bloomsdale, MO 

32.  Holden, Karen A. 
10898 Morrison Hollow, Bloomsdale, MO 

33.  Holden, Michael 
10898 Morrison Hollow, Bloomsdale, MO 

34.  Hudson, Cindi A.  
House Springs, MO 

35.  Illegible Last Name, Gustavo 
Tallahassee, FL 

36.  Jabniss, Georgette 
Crystal City, MO 
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Group No. 

91 

A grouping of 87 form letters, dated June, 2001. 
 

37.  Jones, Dennis 
Johnson Rd., Bloomsdale, MO  63627 

38.  Jones, Lisa 
Johnson Road, Bloomsdale, MO 

39.  Kastner, Susan 
Bonne Terre, MO 

40.  Kearbey, Marlene K.  
Crystal City, MO 

41.  Kein, Lisa 
181 Drury Ct., Bloomsdale, MO 63627 

42.  Koen, Susan C. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 

43.  Kulberg, Karen 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 

44.  Kulberg, Kenneth T.  
Ste. Genevieve, MO 

45.  Kulberg, Paula M.  
Ste. Genevieve, MO 

46.  Kulberg, Steve C.  
Ste. Genevieve, MO 

47.  Lina, Joseph U.  
St. Louis County, MO 

48.  Linderer, Chris 
Crystal City, MO 

49.  Loesch, Darlene 
Crystal city, MO 

50.  Mesey, Debora 
DeSoto, MO 

51.  Midkiff, John 
9141 Stonewall Dr., Bloomsdale, MO 

52.  Midkiff, Linda 
9141 Stonewall Dr., Bloomsdale, MO 

53.  Miller, Janet Sue 
St. Genevieve, MO 

54.  Miller, Russell G.  
Ste. Genevieve County, MO 
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A grouping of 87 form letters, dated June, 2001. 
 

55.  Moore, Malcolm 
South Jefferson County, MO 

56.  Moss, Timothy J. 
Jefferson county, MO 

57.  Naeger, Adrianna S. 
Festus, MO 

58.  Neel, Vickie L.  
Tallahassee, FL 

59.  Nickless, Tommie 
Herculaneum, MO 

60.  Oleson, Mary 
Festus, MO 

61.  Pace, Dorothy 
Crystal City, MO 

62.  Petrart, Roy 
Johnson Road, Bloomsdale, MO 

63.  Rickus, Helen 
Bloomsdale, MO 

64.  Rickus, John R.  
Bloomsdale, MO 

65.  Roth, David 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 

66.  Schmidt. Carol 
Festus, MO 

67.  Schwartz, Douglas M.  
no address 
June 5, 2001 

68.  Stegall, Edward A.  
Festus, MO 

69.  Teer, Nancy 
Festus, MO 

70.  Thoebald, Mary Ann and LeRoy 
Bloomsdale, MO 

71.  Thole, Bernadette A. 
Bloomsdale, MO 

72.  Thole, Roxanne M. 
Perryville, MO 
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91 

A grouping of 87 form letters, dated June, 2001. 
 

73.  Tidwell, Donna 
Pevely, MO 

74.  Tindall, Jean M.  
Johnson Rd., Bloomsdale, MO  63627 

75.  Tindall, Richard H.  
Johnson Road, Bloomsdale, MO 

76.  Tison, David 
Ste. Genevieve County, MO 

77.  Toennier, Mark 
Festus, MO 

78.  Valley ??, Harikd 
106 Juliet, Festus, MO 

79.  Whaley, Jim 
Jefferson County, MO 

80.  Whitehead, Rick 
DeSoto, MO 

81.  Whobrey, Art 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 

82.  Wilson, Kenneth J. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 

83.  Wright, Trenton 
 

84.  Zerwig, Floyd P. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 

85.  Zerwig, Maryann 
St. Genevieve, MO 

86.  Zerwig, Neil f.  F 
Bloomsdale, MO 

87.  Zerwig., Jason P.  
Bloomsdale, MO 

 1 
2 
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Group No. 

113 

448 letters (primarily from Illinois) supporting project. 
July 20, 2001 

1.  Am??, Dan 
6220 M Rd., Redbud, IL 

2.  Appel, J. E. 
222 S. 18th St., Belleville, IL  62226 

3.  Baker, Jr.  John 
11811, Lehr Rd., Marissa, IL  62257 

4.  Bauer, Francis H.  
201 S. Belt West, Belleville, IL  62221 

5.  Beam, Jerry 
24 Pleasant Lane, Fairview Heights, IL  62208 

6.  Bechiser, Lester J. 
12 Schliceter Rd., Belleville, IL  62220 

7.  Behn ?, A. 
105 S. Brown Ave., Percy, IL 62272       (2 copies) 

8.  Beksman, Thomas 
14 Greenfield Dr., Mellstalt, IL 

9.  Berlinger, Jeff 
3333 Prairie Hill Rd., Belleville, Il  62220 

10.  Biehl, Robert 
1414 Commercial St., Belleville, IL 62221 

11.  Black, Chauncy 
901 W. Main, Belleville, IL  62223 

12.  Brig??, Greg 
12 N. Cherry St., Freeburg, IL  62243 

13.  Buecher, Timothy D. 
30 Victoria Dr., Millstedt, IL  62260 

14.  Candle, Roy A. 
519 E S Third St., Red Bud, IL  62278 

15.  Carriel, J. G. 
21 S. 87th, Belleville, IL 62223 

16.  Casharev??, Timothy R.  
1102 George St., Al ester, IL  62233 

17.  Cumberdale, Jr.  William 
600 S. Main St., Caseyville, IL  62232 

18.  Douglas, Don 
123 N. 9th St., Dupo, IL  62239 
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19.  Dravis, Lloyd Alan 
1267 Cole  Place, Chester, IL  62233 

20.  Fix, Todd  
10560 Reeder Rd, Lebanon, IL 

21.  Flach, Jr.   Mr. W.E.. 
4504 State Route 159, Red Bud, IL  62278-2599 

22.  Gaertner, Stan 
7421 Shawneetown Trl., Ellis Grove, IL  62241 

23.  Geller, Ray 
7608 Foley Dr., Belleville, IL  62223 

24.  Gillum, Jr.  Johnny G.  
211 Nicholas, Shiloh, IL  62269 

25.  Grarlin, Harry 
7620 S. Fork Rd., Red Bud, IL   

26.  Gross, Jeffrey S.  
#2 Pleasant View, Caseyville, IL  62232 

27.  Guerner, Morris 
100 N. Charles St., O’Fallon, IL  62269 

28.  Halkinew, Vernoy 
202 W. Chestnut, Baldwin, IL  62217 

29.  Hayse??, Heath 
116 Pamela, Belleville, IL  62223 

30.  Head, Phil 
128 Berkshire, Belleville, IL  62223 

31.  Hechinburyn, Robert 
830 E. McKinley, Belleville, IL   

32.  Heutsel, Ibrim A. 
228 Freedom Dr., Apt. B, Belleville, IL  62226 

33.  Him??, Don 
11 Serpy Rd., Belleville, IL  62226 

34.  Hladlyshewski, David 
53 Southern Dr. , Belleville, IL  62223 

35.  Hoelfman, Kevin 
404 Highland St., New Athens, IL  62268 

36.  Homl??, Chris M.  
731 St. Martin, Cahokia, IL  62206 
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37.  Hoyl, Charles 
720 N. Burdres, Marissa, IL 62257 

38.  Jetta, John M. 
222 W. Glenn, Marissa, IL  62257 

39.  Johnson, Leonard 
11501 Substation Rd., Steeleville, IL 

40.  Junge, Floyd A. 
7621 Ruby Ln., Baldwin, IL  62217-1063 

41.  Kabmer, Gregory 
1971 Ames Rd., Red Bud, IL  62278 

42.  Kennedy, Norma S.  
1581 Cemetery Rd., Rockwood, IL  62280 

43.  Kennedy, Robert 
1581 Cemetery Rd., Rockwood, IL 

44.  Koenig, Kenneth B.  
P.O. Box 93, Lenzborg, IL  62255 

45.  Kuester, David 
6179 Floraville Rd., Millstadt, IL  62260 

46.  Luebbers, Dan 
101 Elizabeth, Freeburg, IL  62243 

47.  Mantz, Jr.  Donald G.  
222 N. 4th St., Dupo, IL  62239 

48.  Mayer, Maurice W.  
4712 Rock Castle Rd., Steeleville, IL  62288 

49.  McCarthy, Herb  ?? 
755 Urbanna Dr., Freeburg, IL  62243 

50.  McGuire, Brian 
100 Natalie Dr., Swansea, IL  62226 

51.  Medley, John A. 
9632 Ridge Hgts. Rd., Fairview Hgts, IL  62208  

52.  Meirnik, Joseph 
714 Emma Ave., Belleville, IL  62220-2434 

53.  Morton, Harry L. 
414 E. 2nd, O’Fallen, IL  62269 

54.  Mot???, Rudy ?? J. 
2832 N. 43rd St., Fairmont City, IL  62201 
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113 
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July 20, 2001 

55.  Muelh, Joel J.  
no address 

56.  Musselhorn, Robert 
9280 Rt. 153, Coulterville, IL  62237 

57.  Oklau, Allan D.  
4720 Marissa Rd., Coulterville, IL  62237 

58.  Perrin, Joseph B.  
1805 Duncan Ave., Swansea, IL  62226 

59.  Preets, Perry E.  
7570 Griggs Rd., Red Bud, IL  62228 

60.  Reznicek, Robert J.  
5900 Perrin, Fairview Height, IL 

61.  Rick, Robert W. (last name may be Prick) 
1818 N. 89th, Fairview Heights, IL  62208 

62.  Roberts ???, H. ? 
745 Lake Lucille Dr., Waterloo, IL 62298 

63.  Ross, Chris 
203 South Saint Johns Dr., Smithton, IL  62285 

64.  Sagnet, Ronald D.  
218 S. Main, Smithton, IL   62285 

65.  Sasak, Bob 
7509 Melba Lane, Belleville, IL   6223 

66.  Schmidt, Chris 
510 Catawba, Belleville, IL  62226 

67.  Shively, James N.  
101 Highland Dr., Belleville, IL  62226-4922 

68.  Siene, Bruce H.  
508 s. Chester, Steeleville, IL 

69.  Stewart, Corey  
111 Powers Dr., Marissa, IL 62257 

70.  Stork, Thomas B. 
P.O. Box 12, Percy, IL 62272 

71.  Vargo, Casey 
1314 Centreville Ave., Belleville, IL  62220 

72.  Vlasak, Stanley 
1409 Kinsella Ave., Swansea, IL 
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448 letters (primarily from Illinois) supporting project. 
July 20, 2001 

73.  Walker, E. B.  
202 E. “E” Street, Belleville, IL  62220 

74.  Ward, Charles J.  
24 Pa??? Dr., Belleville, IL  62226 

75.  Weaver, John P. 
407 S. Jasper, Stockville, IL  62288  

76.  Weise, Donald D.  (Carpenter) 
6190 Zion Church Rd., Walsh, IL  62297 

77.  Winn ????? 
9455 Holy Cross Rd., Fairview Heights, IL  62208 

78.  Meddows, Marvin K.  
119 McKendree Park, Lebanon, IL 62254 

79.  Unsigned Construction Worker Form Letter 
July 20, 2001 

80.  Unsigned Construction Worker Form Letter 
July 20, 2001 

81.  Adam, Timothy S. 
12 A Estelle Lane 
Fairview Heights, IL  62208 

82.  Aldridge, Terry 
620 N. 5th Street 
Supo, IL 62239 

83.  Allscheid, Vince 
412 Catherine Drive 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

84.  Angevine, Chris 
6 Don’s Drive 
Swansea, IL 62226 

85.  Appel, Lester R.  
22 Twilight Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62226 

86.  Ba???, Joseph (Partially Illegible) 
2405 Pulliam Ave. 
Fayetteville IL 62258 

87.  Bai???,  ???? (Partially Illegible) 
3617 Dori Ln. 
Millstadt, IL 62260 
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113 
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July 20, 2001 

88.  Banger, Daniel C.   (partially illegible) 
48 Signal Hill Blvd. 
Belleville, IL  62223 
July 20, 2001 

89.  Bargman, Henry 
8 Davis St. 
Chester, IL 62233 

90.  Barrett, Paul S. 
1019 Hollywood Heights Rd. 
Caseyville, IL 62232-1123 

91.  Bauer, Jeffrey 
28 Christine Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62221 

92.  Bauer, Robert (Partially Illegible) 
City of Sparta Illinois 
??14 W. Jackson St. (Partially Illegible) 
Sparta, Il 

93.  Bauers, Gillbert (last name is a guess) 
9493 St. Rt. #3 
Red Bud, IL 

94.  Bauman, Paul W. 
925 S. Church St. 
Belleville, IL 62220 

95.  Becker, Melvin 
16 Maple Drive 
Belleville, IL  62220 

96.  Beger, Larry (Partially Illegible) 
3528 Lorene St. 
Belleville, IL 62226 

97.  Bert, Andrew 
1005 Cole Pl. 
Chester, IL 62233 

98.  Beumont,  Charles L. (Partially Illegible) 
402 Westfield 
O’Fallon, ILL 62264 

99.  Bien, Gordon D. 
1508 N. Church St. 
Belleville, IL 62221 

100. Bing, Rob 
103 N. 32nd St.  
Belleville, IL  62226 
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113 
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July 20, 2001 

101. Bitts, Marlin 
218 S. Chamberlin 
LeF???, IL 62254 (Partially Illegible) 

102. Bixley, David A.  
505 E. Main 
Steeleville, IL  62288 

103. Black, Michael D. 
27 Hilcrest Ln. 
Caseyville, IL 62232 

104. Black, William R. 
300 E. James 
Caseville, IL 62232 

105. Blaylock, Harold G. 
23 Water St. 
E. Corondelet, IL  62240 

106. Blechle, Larry J.  
641 Van Zant St.  
Chester, IL  62233 

107. Bolen, Darrell L.  
901 W. Pine 
Percy, IL  62272 

108. Bollmann, Kenneth 
10333 Paradise Rd. 
Chester, IL 62233 

109. Brauer, Keith A 
485 Obst. Weg??? 
Belleville, IL  62220. 

110. Briscoe, Charles 
707 Beebe 
Mascoutah, IL  62258 
July 20, 2001 

111. Brueggerman, Donald H.  
723 Abeno 
Belleville, IL  62220 

112. Bruno, Pete 
1855 Gal?? Dr. (Partially Illegible) 
Belleville IL 

113. Buckey, Greg 
706 Jacob Lane 
Freeburg, IL  62243 

114. Buesking, Mr. & Mrs. Forrest 
509 Springdale Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62223 
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113 
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July 20, 2001 

115. Burns, Ardell J.  
7249 Robinson School Rd.  
New Athens, IL  62264 

116. Butzinger, Judy,  
President Butzinger Builders Inc. 
4115 Old hickory Lane 
Millstadt, IL 62260 

117. Caldwell, Chris 
3023 W. Mail 
Belleville, IL 

118. Calhoun, Robert 
Calhoun Construction 
6600 West main Street 
Belleville, IL 62223 

119. Calvanser, Mark 
100 N. 81st 
Belleville, IL 

120. Carr, David J. 
706 South East 
New Athens, IL 62264 

121. Carreotto, John H. (Partially Illegible) 
17 Hornbeck Dr. 
Belleville IL 62221 

122. Cersh, Robert    (last name ???) 
Box 205 
Coulterville, IL  62237 

123. Coates, Charles 
821 W. South St.  
Mascoutah, IL  62258-1712 

124. Cole??, David (Partially Illegible) 
10303 Wine Hill Rd. 
Chester, IL 62233 

125. Colteare, John C.  
8473 Makko Dr.  
Cedar Hill,  (No State)  63016 

126. Colvis, Leonard 
106 Lakeview Dr. 
Chester, IL 62233 

127. Congleton, Larry  
516 Solomon St.  
Chester, IL  62233 
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448 letters (primarily from Illinois) supporting project. 
July 20, 2001 

128. Construction Services 2000, Inc.  
Terry Buecher, President  
6000 Floraville Rd.  
Milstadt, IL  62260 

129. Conyliton, Larry (Partially Illegible) 
516 Solomon St. 
Chester, IL 62233 

130. Cook, Donald L., 
135 E. Brookhaven Dr. 
Caseyville, IL 62232 

131. Corrial, J. A.  
2145 Moren Blvd.  
Belleville, IL  62221 

132. Cory, E.R. 
405 W. Adam 
Millstadt, IL  62268 

133. Cory, Kurtis 
5752 Bohleysville Rd, 
Millstadt, IL 62260 

134. Cpito, Fae   (Partially illegible) 
8572 Triple Lks 
Dupo, IL 62239 

135. Cral???, Timothy S. (Partially Illegible) 
12A Estelle La 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208 

136. Crowe, Richard R.  (last name may be Crowne) 1933 Lebanon Ave. 
Belleville, IL 62221 

137. Curry James T. 
8 Marilyn Cir. 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208-2839 

138. Cusswell, Dale B.  
2601 Paradise Lane 
Millstadt, IL  62260 

139. Dachsteinger, Don and Connie 
Local #169 
1045 Well Rd. 
Lebanon, IL 62254 

140. Daenzel, Donald W. 
1802 Alexander 
Belleville, IL 62226 
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141. 
Davenroy, Robert    (last name is a guess) 
404 Longview 
Belleville, IL 62223 

142. Davitz, Jerry 
5908 Union Hall Rd. 
Ellis Grove, IL 62241 

143. Del???, De???  Illegible 
1100 E. ‘B’ St. 
Belleview, IL  62220 

144. Dennings, Garry 
7781 Oakdale Rd. 
Ellis Grove, IL 62241 

145. Dennrich, Robert D. 
3235 Willygully Ln. 
Chester IL 62233 

146. Derringer, Garry 
7781 Oakdale Rd.  
Ellis Grove, IL  62241 

147. Dietrich, Harry B.  
810 S. 74th St.  
Belleville, IL  62223 

148. Dill, William E. 
6 Bauer Dr. 
Caseyville, IL 62232 

149. Dr???, Delbert (Partially Illegible) 
11496 County Farm Rd. 
Chester IL 62233 

150. Drak???, John F. (Partially Illegible) 
8815 Firie Forks Rd. 
New Athens, IL 62264 

151. Draney, Scott (Partially Illegible) 
5350 York 
Ellis Grove, IL 62241 

152. Draves, Robert L. 
11504 Ebenezer Rd. 
Rockwood IL 62280 

153. Duclos, Charles 
822 Hartman Dr. 
Red Bud, IL  62278 

154. Dyke, Alan P. 
202 Mason Lane 
Sparta, IL 62286 
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113 
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155. Eaton, Jim 
404 S. 4th Street 
Caseyville, IL 

156. Echart, Edmund 
4782 Palestine Rd. 
Chester, IL 62233 

157. Eftink, Andrew 
114 St. James 
Cahokia, IL 62206 

158. Eggemeyer, Gary R.  
14 E. State  
Chester, Il 

159. Eggemeyer, Rodney 
3822 Dawnview Rd.  
Chester, IL  62233 

160. Eggemeyer, Rolland 
100 N. State Street 
P.O. Box 26 
Ellis Grove, IL 62241 

161. Eggemeyer, Sam 
5682 Walsh Rd. 
Walsh, IL 62297 

162. Eggemeyer, Stanley 
4192 Palestine, Rd. 
Chester, IL 62233 

163. Eggley, Thomas H. 
32 Rock Springs Estates 
O’Fallon, IL 62269 

164. Ehlers, Gregg 
1311 Allendale 
Chester, IL 62233 

165. Eih_____, Ma___ J.  (partially illegible) 
8926 LL Road 
Red Bud, IL  62278 

166. Engel, Frederick 
1201 Mascoutah Ave. 
Belleville, IL 62220 

167. Epplin, Leroy 
717 City Lake Rd. 
Percy, IL 62272 

168. Erdmann, Melvin H. 
9536 S. Prairie Rd. 
Rd Bud, IL 62278 
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169. Fault, Alex 
no address 

170. Fiedler, John 
3806 New Athens, IL 62264 

171. Fiedler, Tim 
1022 South St.  
New Athens, IL  62264 

172. Flanning, Robert P. (last name is a guess) 
7 Greenbriar 
Chester, IL 62233 

173. Fritts, Jory 
7570 Griggs Road 
Red Bud, IL  62278 
618-282-2574 

174. Futhnor, Everett (Partially Illegible last name) 
137 Bobbie Dr. 
O’Fallon IL 62269 

175. Gain, Edward J. 
116 Jenny Way 
Smithton, IL 62285 

176. Galle, Milton 
108 South Market 
New Athens, IL 62264 

177. Garvey, Matthew 
124 Country Club Acres 
Belleville, IL  62223 

178. Gary, Eggemeyer 
14 E. State 
Chester, IL  

179. Goetling, L. Maxine 
703 E. Main Street 
Steeleville, IL 62288-1711 

180. Goetting, Carl L. 
703 E. Main 
Steeleville, IL 62288 

181. Gomez, Marcelino 
15 Borrenphol Ct. 
Feeboro, IL 62243 

182. Gott, Tim   (this is a guess) 
5602 Pontiac 
F.H., IL  62208 
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448 letters (primarily from Illinois) supporting project. 
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183. Grammit, Ronald 
4559 Bodes Ln. 
Chester, IL 62233 

184. Gravot, James K. 
2127 E. Belle Ave. Apt. D. 
Belleville, IL 62221 

185. Gray, Donald N.  
6206 Walsh Rod.  
Ellis Grove, IL  62241 

186. Grayson, Kevin P. 
1203 State St. 
E. Carondele, IL 62240 

187. Griggs, Jeff 
2502 State Street 
Chester, IL 62233 

188. Grommet, Ronald 
4559 Bodes Lane 
Chester, IL  672233 

189. Groot, James K.  
2127 E. Belle Ave.     Apt. D 
Belleville, IL  62221 

190. Grott, Dale (Partially Illegible) 
212 Edna St. 
Chester, IL 62233 

191. Gutgille, Paul R. (Partially Illegible) 
502 E. Washington St. 
O’Fallon, IL   

192. Hacker, Brian 
504 Whitehall Ct. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

193. Hacker, Carl L. 
308 Pleasant ridge Rd. 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208-1209 

194. Hahn, Marvin 
P.O. Box 165 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

195. Hall, David L. 
310 N. Lewis  
Sparta IL 62286 
] 

196. Hall, David L. 
310 N. Lewis 
Sparta ILL 62286 
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197. Hamlin, Robert E. 
92 Granvue, Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

198. Hamlin, Robert P.  
1605 Fairway Dr.  
Shiloh, IL  62269 
632-7902 

199. Hammel, Carl E. 
address illegible 

200. Hanebutt, Roger 
4142 Blackjack Rd. 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

201. Hangsleben, Harold W. (Partially Illegible) 
1006 Caroline 
O’Fallon, IL 62269 

202. Harlin, Marvin 
P.O. Box 165 
Red Bud, IL  62278 

203. Harris, Carol 
5072 Smith Rd. 
Ellis Grove, IL 62241 

204. Harris, Kenneth 
612 So. Polk 
Millstadt, IL 62260 

205. Harris, Paul 
5072 Smith Rd. 
Ellingrave, IL 62241 

206. Hasemann, Ronald 
11009 Hageman Rd. 
Lebanon, IL 62254 

207. Hathaway, Michael D. 
709 Holt Drive 
Steeleville, IL 62288 

208. Haw???, Jeffrey (Partially Illegible) 
119 S. 34th Street 
Belleville, IL 62223 

209. Hay, Robert J.   (last name is a guess) 
5 Burcham Dr. 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208 

210. Hayden, Josh 
7032 Glades Ave, 
St. Louis MO 631117 
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211. Hechenberger, Edward 
1217 Centreville, Ave. 
Belleville, IL 62220  

212. Hecht, Gene 
4228 Palestine Rd. 
Chester, IL 62233 

213. Hecht, Kenneth W. 
4190 Union School Rd. 
Chester, IL 62233 

214. Hed???, Alan W. (Partially Illegible) 
31 S. 18th St. 
Belleville, IL 62221 

215. Heinen, Herbert 
810 S. 3rd Street, #2 
Belleville, IL 62220 

216. Held Scott Held 
124 Sunset Dr. 
Smithton, IL 62285 

217. Helotn, Ricky 
103 N. Hickory 
Smithton, IL  62285 

218. Hermes, Philip W. 
202 Bluff View Dr. 
Prairie Du Rocher, IL 

219. Herren, Robert 
707 Rock Bridge Rd. 
Baester, IL  62233 

220. Hesher, Richard J. 
410 N. 6th 
Mascoutah, IL 62258 

221. Hiedon, Jeffrey 
5301 Concordia Church Rd. 
Belleville, IL 62226 

222. Hoake, Norbert E. 
3401 Saluki Woods Rd. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

223. Hodges, Allen W.  
31 S. 18th St.  
Belleville, IL  62221 

224. Hoff, ???? J. (Partially Illegible) 
6 Madonna Ct. 
Belleville, IL 62223-4203 



 

 
273 

 

Comment 
Group No. 

113 

448 letters (primarily from Illinois) supporting project. 
July 20, 2001 

225. Holland, Bruce  
336 W. Waters Edge 
Belleville, IL 62221 

226. Homan, Kevin 
4859 Palestine Rd. 
Chester IL 62233 

227. Hongiarda, J. (name is a guess) 
1259 Cole Place 
Chester, IL 62233 

228. Hood, Cy 
1601 Davis St. Ferry Rd. 
E. Carondelet, IL  62240 

229. Hood, John C.  
12210 Roseborough Rd.  
Sparta, IL  62286 

230. Hooks, Donald (Partially Illegible) 
434 Bel??? Rd. 
O’Fallon, IL 62269 

231. Horn, M Illegible 
55 Towne Hall Est. Dr. 
Belleville, IL  62223 

232. Horstman, Donald 
20 Lakewood Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

233. Horstman, William P.  
1409 Amanda Dr.  
Belleville, IL  62226 
July 20, 2001 

234. Howard, Jr.  Larry 
P.O. Box 23378 
Belleville, IL  62223 

235. Huegle, Susan 
2956 Big Oak Lane 
Belleville, IL 62226 

236. Hug, Gerald 
137 El. Cerrito 
Belleville, IL 62221 

237. Humes, Paul 
544 Forest Ave. 
Belleville, IL  62220 

238. Hummert, James E. 
4530 Hummert Rd. 
Mascoctah, IL 62258 
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239. Humnor , Mary  or Marty or Murry ( a guess) 
4521 Bremen 
Chester, IL   

240. Humnor, Sherry 
4521 Bremen 
Chester, IL 

241. Hyatt, Sr., Gene E.  
24 Bircham Dr. 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208 

242. Idecker, Gary L. 
305 S. Elizabeth 
New Athens, IL 62264 

243. Illegible 
P.O. Box 7 
Freeburg, IL 62243 

244. Illegible 
409 S. 13th Street 
Belleville, IL 62220 

245. Illegible 
1 Western Dr. 
Millstadt, IL 62260 

246. Illegible 
212 River Bend 
Chesterfield, MO 63017 

247. Illegible 
??? Susan Hill 
Nashville, MO 63128 

248. Illegible 
403 W. Holmes St. 
Christina, IL 62233 

249. Illegible 
11 N. Indiana Ave. 
Belleville, IL 62221 

250. Illegible 
329 Britanna 
Swansea, IL  

251. Illegible 
207 Bernard Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

252. Illegible 
383 E. Temple 
Freeburg, IL 62243 
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253. Illegible 
7 Lynnbrook Lane 
Bellville, IL 62226 

254. Illegible 
3334 Putnam Ave. 
Belleville, IL 62226 

255. Illegible 
17 Fox Creek Rd. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

256. Illegible ???man, Louis (Partially Illegible) 
6733 Mine haul Rd. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

257. Illegible First name and Last name 
214 Mascoutah Ave. 
Belleville, IL  62220 

258. Illegible Last Name, Troy 
755 Cemetery Rd. 
Freeburg, IL  62243 

259. Illegible, Gerard G. 
1311 Cart Lane 
Belleville, IL 62221 

260. Illegible, Harold W.  
506 s. Garfield 
Steeleville, IL  62288 

261. Illegible, John 
1817 McClintock 
Belleville, IL 

262. Illegible, John 
9703 St. Clair Ave. 
Fairview Heights, IL  62208 

263. Illegible, Kim 
830 Forest Ave. 
Belleville, IL 62220 

264. Illegible, Michael 
9100 Old Burnam Rd. 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208 
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265. Illegible, Nicholas 
217 Jan Drive 
Smithton, IL 62285 
 
and 
 
SPC Jur 
6025th GSI 
St. Louis MO 

266. Illegible, Rick 
916 Brentmoore Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

267. Jac???, Ronald (Partially Illegible) 
125 N. 28th  
Belleville, IL 62226 

268. Jackson, Billy 
1722 Theodore 
Canokin, IL 62206 

269. Janglow, Joseph M. 
521 Judith Ann Place 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208 

270. Jany, Jeremy M.  
525 Murphysboro Rd.  
Chester, IL  62233 

271. Jany, Morris (Partially Illegible) 
525 Murphys Bore Rd. 
Chester IL  

272. Jeknil, Dennis J  
329 E. Mill 
Millstadt, IL  62260 

273. Johnson, David W.  
407 N. 3rd Street 
Dupo, IL 62239 

274. Jones, Jason 
516 Ardmore Dr. 
Belleville, IL  62223 

275. Jose, Ronald     (last name is guess) 
6260 Roachtown Rd. 
Millstadt, IL 62200 

276. Junge, Floyd A.  
7621 Ruby Lane 
Baldwin, IL  62217-1063 
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July 20, 2001 

277. Kadlic, Jason 
5747 Griggs Rd. 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

278. Kaemmerer, George 
417 N. High Street 
Belleville, Il  62220-1214 

279. Kaltmayer, D. 
1000 Royal Heights Road, #65 
Belleville, IL  62226 

280. Kamp, Chad A. (Partially Illegible) 
18 Tailsman Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62220 

281. Kasbaum, Joseph 
116 Clearwater D. 
Belleville, IL 62220 

282. Kattmayer, D.  
1000 Royal Heights Rd. #65 
Belleville, IL 62226 

283. Keeble, Leroy 
P.O. Box 84 
Steelebville, IL  62288 

284. Keebler, Harold L.  
3384 Welge Road 
Steeleville, IL  62288 

285. Keeney, Keith 
215 Cortner 
Smithton, IL  62285 

286. Keim, Roger J.  
425 E. Laurel 
Millstadt, IL 62260 

287. Kelly, Scott  (last name is a guess) 
300 S. Market 
New Athens, IL 

288. Kempfer, Leonard 
443 State Rt. 13 
Coulterville, IL  62237 

289. Kempfer, Roy J. 
6424 Herzog Lane 
Prairie Du Rocher, IL 62277 

290. Kennedy, James S. (Partially Illegible) 
380 W. Mill St. 
Ruma, IL 62278 
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291. Kennedy, James W. 
12915 Sunrise Dr. 
Sparta, IL 62286 

292. Kennedy, Jason 
8272 County LL rd. 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

293. Kent, John  J. 
850 W. McAllister 
Lebanon, Il 62254 

294. Kieffer, Alan K.  
7736 State Route 154 
Baldwin, IL  62217-1276 
July 20, 2001 

295. Klymayer, Jack J. 
504 N. Jefferson 
Mass., IL 62258 

296. Knepper, Kevin F. 
8314 W. Main Street 
Belleville, IL 62223 

297. Koch, Curt 
20 Iowa Ave.  
Belleville, IL  62221 

298. Koch, Melvin E.    (last name, not sure) 
1401 Kane  
Sparta, IL 

299. Koebel, Wayne, D. 
310 W. Mill St. 
Ruma, IL 62278 

300. Kos???, Joseph (Partially Illegible) 
102 S. Johnson St.  
New Athens, IL 62264 

301. Kramer or Krane, Robert (Partially Illegible) 
R.A.K. Improvements 
701 S. Van Buren 
New Athens, IL 62264 

302. Krick, Frederick (Partially Illegible) 
3678 Lake Lane 
Millstadt, IL 62260-2117 

303. Kullen, Adam J.  (last name is a guess) 
406 Janet Drive 
Lebanon, IL   
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304. Leder, Robert G. 
309 Marilyn Dr. 
O’Fallon, IL 62269 

305. Lehman, Jay 
No Address 
Marissa, IL  

306. Lehman, Robert L. 
401 N. 8th 
Marissa, IL 62257 

307. Lewis, Herman  (last name is a guess) 
232 Center Dr.  
Caseyville, IL 62232 

308. Li???, Jr., Herbert A. (Partially Illegible) 
2102 Florence 
Cahokia, IL 62206 

309. Liefer, Wilfred 
6004 Beck Rd.  
Red Bud, IL  62278 

310. Lipp, Kenneth 
109 Brackett St. 
Swansea, IL 62226 

311. Little, Melvin 
2601 Little Ln. 
Millstadt, IL 62260-1803 

312. Loeffler, Gary 
2021 Lake 
Bellville, IL 62226 

313. Long, Olin 
1827 State St. 
Chester, ILL 62233 

314. Lory, E. R. 
405 W. Adam 
Millstadt, IL 62260 

315. M???, Mark A. (Partially Illegible) 
207 Kathryn Street 
E. St. Louis, IL 62203 

316. Madura, Walter (Partially Illegible) 
202 Main 
O’Fallon, IL 62269 

317. Magil, John    (guess) 
10612 Burgdorf Rd.  
Red Bud, IL  62278 
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318. Mahalik, D. 
5609 Stone Villa Dr. 
Smithton, IL 62285 

319. Malin, Don 
1701 Alvina Dr. 
Dupo, IL 62239 

320. Marler, David E.  
6564 Edgewood Rd.  
Red Bud, IL  62278 
July 20, 2001 

321. Marshall, David W. 
#15 Harris Ct. 
Freeburg, IL 62243 

322. Martin, Cletis 
713 Leighigh Dr. 
Swansea, IL 62226 

323. Martin, Michaek J.  
4872 Rustic Wood Lane 
Red Bud, IL  62279 

324. Matecki, Theodore 
3916 Centerville 
Belleville, IL 62223 

325. Mayzrordt???, Harry 
7630 LL Rd. 
Red Bud, IL  62278 

326. McAlister, Jack S. 
3721 Lebanon Ave. 
Belleville, IL 62221 

327. McClain, Jeffrey L. 
111 E. O’Fallon Dr. 
Caseyville, IL 62232 

328. McCoy, Nathaniel 
459 N. 22nd 
E. St. Louis, IL 62205 

329. McDonald, Carl 
434 Jerome Lane 
Canokia, IL  62206 

330. McFalls, John G. 
Carpenter Local 433 
1808 Jamestown Road, Apt. 1 
Swansea, IL 62226 
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331. McKenzie, Jeffrey L. 
211 Murphy Ave. 
Tilden, IL 62292 

332. Meece, Thomas 
223 “B” Virginia Ave. 
Belleville, IL 62220 

333. Mehrisy??, Barry 
4564 Bodes Lane 
Chester, IL 62233 

334. Meyer Joseph A. 
15 Harmony Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62226 

335. Meyer, Robert G. 
101 Valley Street 
Ellis Grove, IL 62241 

336. Meyer, Tim R. 
3372 Hidden Prairie Lane 
New Athens, IL 62264 

337. Middendorf, Michael A. (Partially Illegible) 
3936 Millstadt ??? Rd. 
Belleville, IL 622220-5600 

338. Mil???, Donald (Partially Illegible) 
2007 Royal Heights Rd. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

339. Miller, John W.   (guess – illegible) 
308 W. I Street 
Belleville, IL 62226 

340. Miller, Mark E. 
??? Riley Dr. (Partially Illegible) 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208 

341. Miller, Mike 
11201 View Valley 
Rockwood, IL  62280 

342. Monroe, Billy 
701 Independence St. 
Mascoutah, IL 62258 

343. Montry, Brian 
1322  Stone Street 
Red Bur, IL  62278 

344. Morey, Mike (Partially Illegible) 
325 N. 59th St. 
Centerville, IL 62203 
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345. Mott, Walter S. 
5819 Perrin Road 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208 

346. Muelceu??, Dennis 
20 San Mateo Dr. 
Belleville, IL  62221 

347. Mueller, Don L.  
406 Janet Dr.  
Lebanon, IL  62254 
July 20, 2001 

348. Mueller, Theodore 
902 Meadow Brood Dr.  
Freeburg, IL  62243 

349. Mueller, Theodore J. 
1 Catherine Ct. 
Swansea, IL 62226 

350. Mulligan, Dan 
215 East South 5th Street 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

351. Musser, Mark 
707 Christy Lane 
Belleville, IL 62221 

352. Neblett, Glen 
(Pile Driver) 
P.O. Box 1585 
Cohokia, IL  62206 

353. Needham, James M.  
601 N. Charles St., Apt. 5 
Belleville, IL 62220-4020 

354. Neff, Michael G.  
2 Westburg Dr. 
Belleville, IL  62226 

355. Neff, Ronald, J. 
9100 Old Bunkin Rd. 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208 

356. Nitzsche, Lyle 
6663 Nine Mile Rd. 
Ellis Grove, IL  62241 

357. Noff, Michael G. 
2 Westbury Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62226 
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358. Nold, Edward 
138 Lucinda 
Bellville, IL  62221 

359. Ogilvie, James M.  
10529 Neimeyer Rd.  
Sparta, IL  62286 

360. Oliver, Donald (Partially Illegible) 
3448 Forest Dale 
At. Louis MO 63129 

361. Overman, Timothy D.  
316 Bethesda 
Belleville, IL  62223 
July 20, 2001 

362. Oyler, Paul 
320 John Ave. 
Marissa, IL 62257 

363. Peck, Michael J. 
10247 St. Rt. 154 
Sparta, IL 62286 

364. Petrowski, Ryan 
9169 Eggemeyer Rd. 
Walsh, IL 62297 

365. Phegley, Dempsey 
9310 High Land Park Rd. 
Fairview Heights, IL 62268 

366. Pitts, John 
10159 Rieder Rd.  
Lebanon, IL  62254 

367. Polka, Brian & Cindy 
1138 Hollywood Heights Rd. 
Caseyville, IL 62232 

368. Posten, Richard D.  
407 S. Clinton St.  
New Athens, IL  62264-1703 

369. Prange, Lance R. 
735 St. martin 
Cahokia, IL 62206 

370. Rathert, Orville 
502 Ridge Ave. 
Stelleville, IL 

371. Reeder, James E. 
1819 Swanwick 
Chester, IL 62233 
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372. Reiss, Harold J. 
1111 Alan Dr. 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

373. Reiss, Wayne 
5139 Floraville Rd.  
Millstadt, IL  62260 

374. Reitter??, Al 
72222 Brickyard Rd. 
Mascoutah, IL  62258 

375. Reno, Jeffrey S. (Partially Illegible) 
37 Bernard Lane 
Belleville, IL 62221 

376. Rheinecker, George 
P.O. Box ___ 
Chester, IL  62233 

377. Richert, H. Mask?? (Partially Illegible) 
8701 Feber ??? Road 
New Athens, IL 62264 

378. Ritsche, Lyle 
6663 Nine Mile Rd. 
Ellis Grove, IL 62241 

379. Robinson, David T. 
9200 Deer Run Ln. 
Coulterville, IL 62237 

380. Robinson, Paul 
#4 Dons Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62226 

381. Roche, Logan 
809 Thomas Dr.  
Red Bud, IL 62278 

382. Roliwedde, Michael A. (Partially Illegible) 
Carpenter Local #5 
116 N. 96th 
Belleville, IL 62223 

383. Rorke, Kenny (Partially Illegible) 
5350 York  
Ellis Grove, IL 62241 

384. Russell, Dennis D. 
713 Sunnyhill Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

385. Ruthledge, Charles E. 
38 Hemlock Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62221 
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386. Sal???, Robert (Partially Illegible) 
6925 St. Rt. 163 
Millstadt, IL 62260 

387. Sanders, Kimberly M.  
1810 Jamestown Rd., Apt. 6 
Belleville, IL 62226 

388. Sartin, Patrick 
6321 Highbanks Rd. 
Mascoutah, IL 62258 

389. Scherle, Clyde 
1008 Spotsylvania St. 
New Athens, IL 62264 

390. Schieder, Albert J. 
6638 Scieder Lane 
Red Bud, IL 62278-2812 

391. Schneider, Albert F. 
6638 Schieder Lane 
Red Bud, IL 62278-2812 

392. Schoefer, Andrew 
619 W. Adam 
Millstadt, IL 62260 

393. Schuette, David (Partially Illegible) 
4808 Venedy Rd. 
Marissa IL 62257 

394. Schweinhook, Robert (partly illegible) 
6925 State Rt. 163 
Millstadt, IL  62260 

395. Schweiss, Arthur J. 
24 S. 53rd Street 
Belleville, IL 62226 

396. Searcy, Roy 
5177 Beck Rd. 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

397. Seger, Frank 
107 N. Benton St. 
New Athens, IL 62264 

398. Seger, William H. 
107 N. Benton St. 
New Athens, IL 62264 

399. Serno, Rudy (Partially Illegible) 
1110 St. Bernadette Dr. 
Cahokia, IL 62206 
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400. Sesserman, T. A. (Partially Illegible) 
#17 Violet Dr. 
Calokia, IL  

401. Sg???, Chad J. (Partially Illegible) 
203 S. Benton St. 
New Athens, IL 62264 

402. Sheer, Ja???  H.(Partially Illegible) 
29 Justice 
Belleville, IL 

403. Siefferth, Emmitt 
1208 Cart Lane 
Belleville, IL 62221 

404. Sigman, Randy T. 
8508 Wiegand Rd. 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

405. Simmons, ??   (partially illegible) 
PO Box 365 
Chester, IL  62233 

406. Simmons, Gary 
P.O. Box 598 
Wester, IL 62233 

407. Sims, Johnnie 
#62 Jarvis Pl. 
Horton, IL  62207 

408. Smith Albert E. 
7316 Arke Dr. 
Belleville Ill 62223 

409. Son???, Leona M. (Partially Illegible) 
249 St. Johns Dr. 
????, IL 62206 

410. Spains, Woodrow (Partially Illegible) 
6 Roberta Ct. 
Caseyville, IL 62232 

411. Srau, Donald 
6206 Walsh Rd. 
Ellis Grove, IL 62241 

412. Stark, Thomas 
P.O. Box 12 
Percy IL 62272 

413. Stephens, Larry M. Jr. 
116 Pine Ave. 
Mar???, IL 62257 (Partially Illegible) 
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414. Stephens, Scott 
328 Stone Street 
Dupo, IL  62239 

415. Stevenson, Nicholas A. 
804 Emma Ave, 
Belleville, IL 

416. Stewart, William 
306 East Lexington Dr. 
Fairview Heights, IL  62208 

417. Styers, Hershal 
Tilden, IL 
July 20, 2001 

418. Tapin, Scott A.  (last name is a guess) 
35 Talon 
Millstadt, IL 

419. Tate, Joseph 
14 N. 12th Street 
Belleville, IL 62220 

420. Tatten, Stephen 
8736 Oak Hill School Road 
Lebanon, IL 62254 

421. Thies, Arthur 
914 Monroe 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

422. Thies, Stuart 
711 Mary Ann 
Freeburg, IL 62243 

423. Thurston, Susan C. Friedrich 
1605 Mascoutah Ave. 
Belleville, IL 62220 

424. Toc???, Troy (Partially Illegible) 
2017 Washington 
Prairie Du Rocher, IL 62277 

425. Tolley, Dennis Jr. 
125 N. 96th Street 
Bellville, IL 

426. Tuclas, Charles J. (Partially Illegible) 
822 Hartmann Dr. 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

427. Vairinek, Kevin 
10 E. Poplar 
Mascoutah, IL 62258 
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428. Vegan, Michael 
411 Mitchell Lane 
Belleville, IL 62223 

429. Vegan, Michael E. 
41 Dorchester Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

430. Wahlman, Alan R.  
9260 S. Huntertown Trail 
Walsh, IL  62297 

431. Mailroom, James A. (Partially Illegible) 
705 E. State St. 
O’Fallon, IL 62269 

432. Warnecke, Greg 
3224 West main St. 
Belleville, IL 62226 

433. Wathen, Walter 
802 E. Green St. 
Steeleville, IL 62288 

434. Weber, Dean J. (Partially Illegible) 
11337 E. FF Rd. 
Marietta, IL 62257 

435. Wenyel, Norbert J. (Partially Illegible) 
409 Missouri Ave. 
Belleville, IL 62220-3746 

436. Werner, Timothy 
9458 Holy Cross Road 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208 

437. West,         (last name is guess, Illegible) 
1217 Simmons Rd.  
O’Fallon, IL 62269 

438. Westerman, Dennis 
562 W. Belmont 
Sparta, IL  62286 

439. White,  Jr.  Lloyd 
P.O. Box 468 
Sparta  IL 62286 

440. Williams, Antonio Demetrius 
1200 Julie Ave, Apt. B 
Cahokia IL 62206-2240 

441. Wir, Don (Partially Illegible) 
7705 Woodcliffe 
Belleville, IL 
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442. Wiscombe, Anthony 
1648 Suller Lane 
Millstadt, IL 62260 

443. Wolfe, Edward M. 
106 S. Oak 
Sparta IL, 62286 

444. Wolter, R. 
501 S. Sparta St. 
Steeleville, IL 62288 

445. Wood, Troy C. 
6308 Old St. Louis Rd. #6 
Belleville, IL 62223 

446. Woods, Gaylon 
110 Natalie Drive 
Swansea, IL  62226 

447. Ziffel, Greg 
545 Cemetery Rd. 
Freeburg, IL 62243 

448. Zillen, Joseph 
408 San Mateo Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62221-3135 

 1 
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Comment 
Group No. 

145 

Ste. Genevieve County Office of Economic Development 
Forwarded 17 letters of support. 
 

1.  Basler, Clarence (Junie) 
Field Supervisor 
The Prudential Insurance Company of America 
47 S. Fourth St. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 

2.  Gegg, David 
Recorder of Deeds 
Ste. Genevieve county 
Room #3 – Courthouse 
Third Street 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  65101 

3.  Gegg, Marilyn  
23409 State Route B 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 

4.  Hill, William D.  
10524 Neudeck Drive 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 

5.  Horrell, Michael E.  CPA 
Michael Horrell & Associates, L.L.C. 
51 Ste. Genevieve Drive 
P.O. Box 248 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 

6.  Nugent, Robert H.  
8003 Jackson School Rd.  
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 

7.  Rayoum, Joyce 
198 Market Street 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
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145 

Ste. Genevieve County Office of Economic Development 
Forwarded 17 letters of support. 
 

8.  Schweigert Brothers 
Schweigert, Wayne F., President 
Schweigert, Ronald A., Vice President  
Schweigert, Mark K. , Vice President 
Schweigert, David C., Comptroller 
Grein, Susan, Secretary 
17049 New Bremen Road 
P.O. Box 464 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 

9.  Schwent, Donna 
106 Linn Drive 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 

10.  Schwent, Lloyd J.  
10499 State Rt. OO 
Bloomsdale, MO   

11.  Stewart, Mikel A.  
Ste. Genevieve School District R-11 
375 North 5th Street 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670-1249 

12.  Stoll, Clay 
Representative 
Prudential Insurance Company of America 
47 S. Fourth St. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 

13.  Thomas, Judy E.  
Treasurer of Ste. Genevieve County 
55 So. Third 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
573-883-3000 
2/21/01 

14.  Uding, Timothy F.  
Koettinger, Dolores 
Pope, Anne L. Uding, Frank  
12262 Cedar Circle Drive 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
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145 

Ste. Genevieve County Office of Economic Development 
Forwarded 17 letters of support. 
 

15.  Welge, Rob 
Gilster – Mary Lee Corporation 
615 Old St. Marys Road 
Perryville, MO  63775 

16.  Werner’s Barber & Style 
282 Market St.  
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 

17.  Wyatt, Carlton 
Mayor, city of Saint Mary 
P.O. Box 107 
Saint Mary, MO  63673 

 1 
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APPENDIX B 1 
LIST OF STUDIES 2 

(All studies are incorporated by reference as a part of the USACE EA) 3 
 4 
1. Phase I Cultural Resources Survey and Assessment (American Resources Group (ARG), 5 

2000) - The objectives of the survey were to identify cultural resources (historical or 6 
archaeological) located within the project area and provide a preliminary assessment of their 7 
eligibility for listing to the National Register of Historical Places (NRHP).    8 

 9 
2. Navigation Impact Study (Waterway Simulation Technology, Inc., May 24, 2000) - A 10 

navigation impact study was conducted by Waterway Simulation Technology, Inc. to 11 
determine if the proposed project would effect navigation on the Mississippi River.  12 
Coordination occurred between the study team and the U.S. Coast Guard, the River Industry 13 
Action Committee (RIAC) and the USACE.  This study was included as Appendix E of the 14 
Section 404/401 and Section 10 Permit Application Companion Report. 15 

 16 
3. Hydrogeologic Investigation (Leggette, Brashears & Graham, Inc. (LBG), 2000) - This 17 

report detailed the results of subsurface drilling and testing conducted at the site.  18 
Information included regional and site-specific hydrogeology, joint/fracture trend analysis, 19 
and hydraulic conductivity testing.  This information has subsequently been updated in 20 
several geotechnical reports (STS Consultants, Ltd., 2001 and LBG, 2001). 21 

 22 
4. Preliminary Jurisdictional Wetland Determination Report (ESE, August 8, 2000) - A 23 

wetland determination report was completed, identifying wetlands and waters of the United 24 
States that were considered to be jurisdictional within the property boundaries.  Ninety-seven 25 
wetland plots, high resolution aerial photography, historical photographs, topography, soil 26 
survey maps, and hydrology data were used to describe the approximately 141 acres of 27 
wetlands at the site.  Coordination occurred with USACE, and included the Natural 28 
Resources Conservation Services (NRCS) where there were potential jurisdictional wetlands 29 
within active agricultural areas. 30 

 31 
5. Section 404/401 and Section 10 Permit Application Companion Report (ESE, August 8, 32 

2000) - This report provides a description of the project, characterization of the project site 33 
including information about the regulated resources on the site, information about design 34 
alternatives that had been considered, proposed mitigation measures, and preliminary 35 
environmental analysis.  The following studies are included: Appendix A--Terrestrial 36 
Ecological Characterization, Appendix B--Threatened and Endangered Species, Appendix C-37 
-Mississippi River Substrate and Unionid (Mussel) Survey, Appendix D--Other Site Features 38 
and Upland Hydrogeologic Conceptual Model, and Appendix E--Lee Island Cement Plant 39 
Navigation Impact Study. 40 

 41 
6. Phase II Investigation at Site 23SG1 (ARG, 2000) - The objectives of this effort were to 42 

assess the historical significance of site 23SG1.  A field investigation was conducted to map 43 
and characterize this site. 44 

 45 



 

 
294 

 

7. Short-Term Site Assessment and Avian Population Survey (World Bird Sanctuary, 1 
March 31, 2001) - The World Bird Sanctuary conducted an initial bird habitat suitability 2 
assessment and late winter/early spring (March) bird population survey on the project site.   3 

 4 
8. Research Design and Methodology for Phase III Data Recovery Operations at Site 23SG1 5 

(ARG, November 2000) – This study presents a plan for data recovery operations at Site 6 
23SG1.  Holcim, the USACE, and the SHPO have signed a Memorandum of Agreement 7 
dated January 2, 2002 that, among other things, requires Phase III data recovery operations 8 
for Site 23SG1 in accordance with this plan.   9 

 10 
9. Estimation of the Impacts of the Proposed Holnam Lee Island Facility on Ozone 11 

Attainment and the Draft St. Louis SIP Ozone Attainment Demonstration (Environ 12 
International Corporation, May 8, 2001) - This study determined that the Lee Island facility 13 
would not jeopardize the St. Louis region’s attainment of the 1-hour ozone standard.  The 14 
conclusions are based on results of a photochemical modeling exercise where Missouri’s 15 
State Implementation Plan (SIP) demonstration was modified to include the Lee Island 16 
cement plant and compared to the existing demonstration model. 17 

 18 
10. Analysis of the Ozone Air Quality Impacts of the Proposed Holnam, Inc. Portland 19 

Cement Manufacturing Plant (Alpine Geophysics, May 14, 2001) – This study, prepared for 20 
USEPA Region VII, determined that the predicted overall impact of the Lee Island facility on 21 
peak ozone levels in the St. Louis area would be very small.  The size of the predicted 22 
impacts (both positive and negative impacts were predicted) were considered far too small to 23 
be declared statistically significant.  The conclusions were based on results of a 24 
photochemical modeling exercise where Missouri’s State Implementation Plan (SIP) 25 
demonstration was modified to include the Lee Island cement plant and compared to the 26 
existing demonstration model. 27 

 28 
11. The Economic Impact of the Lee Island Cement Plant in Ste. Genevieve County 29 

(Southeast Missouri State University, July 2001) – This report provides an analysis of the 30 
economic impacts arising from the construction of the proposed facility on Ste. Genevieve 31 
and Jefferson counties and the state of Missouri, and impact on tax revenues.   32 

 33 
12. Soils Report, Quarry Site, Project (Brown Soil Services, 2001) – The soils report 34 

provides a detailed map of the proposed quarry area soils and describes the different soil 35 
types (e.g., silt, clay, etc.), and soil thickness. 36 

 37 
13. Draft Biological Assessment (Harding ESE, September 10, 2001) – A Biological 38 

Assessment (BA) was completed at the request of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 39 
(USFWS) and USACE as part of the informal consultation process under the Endangered 40 
Species Act.  Species reviewed included the Indiana bat, gray bat, bald eagle, Hine’s emerald 41 
dragonfly, pallid sturgeon, least tern, and peregrine falcon.  This draft was submitted to 42 
obtain FWS review and advice on Holcim’s analysis and proposed conservation measures.   43 

 44 
14. Aquatic Resource and Water Quality Characterization Report (Harding ESE, November 45 

1, 2001) – This report provides results of aquatic and water quality sampling of Isle du Bois 46 
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Creek, tributary streams (e.g., Raddy Hollow, etc.), and selected springs/seeps.  Spring, 1 
summer, and storm event water quality sampling results are presented.  Spring and summer 2 
fish sampling results are also presented.  The water quality results were compared to similar 3 
Ozark streams.   4 

 5 

15. Vegetation Survey and Community Type Map (Harding ESE, November 1, 2001) – This 6 
study presents descriptions and a map of the natural plant communities (e.g., mesic forests, 7 
dolomite glades, etc.) identified at the site.  Information (plants and community types) from 8 
the Preliminary Jurisdictional Wetland Determination Report is integrated into this report in 9 
order to provide a comprehensive evaluation of the vegetative communities and plant species 10 
found at the site.  This information would be used in the reclamation and site management 11 
plans. 12 

 13 
16. Spring Migratory and Summer Breeding Bird Site Assessment (World Bird Sanctuary, 14 

December 10, 2001) – The World Bird Sanctuary conducted a comprehensive survey to 15 
identify migratory and breeding bird species utilizing the site.  The work included identifying 16 
neotropical migratory species, and mapping areas currently being utilized by bird 17 
populations.   18 

 19 
17. The Long Term Land Reclamation Strategy of the Proposed Holcim Lee Island Cement 20 

Manufacturing Facility (Holcim, revised January 2002) - This plan was submitted to the 21 
MDNR Land Reclamation Program with the plant quarry permit application.  The plan 22 
provides the chronology of quarrying, and outlines the goals and objectives of the 23 
reclamation strategy. 24 

 25 
18. Biological Assessment (Harding ESE, January 10, 2002) – The Biological Assessment 26 

(BA) was completed at the request of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and 27 
USACE as part of the informal consultation process under the Endangered Species Act.  28 
Species reviewed included the Indiana bat, gray bat, bald eagle, Hine’s emerald dragonfly, 29 
pallid sturgeon, least tern, and peregrine falcon.   30 

 31 

19. Endangered Species Investigation Bat Survey Report (WDHES, January 10, 2002) – This 32 
study utilized mist netting, radio tagging, and accousting monitoring to determine the use of 33 
the site by bats, including the Indiana and gray bats.  This information would assist in 34 
designing on-site conservation and mitigation measures.   35 

 36 

20. Amphibian and Reptile Relocation Study (Harding ESE, March 1, 2002) – This 37 
document provides a brief overview of the scientific literature on the relocation of 38 
herpetofauna (amphibians and reptiles).  Additional information is presented evaluating the 39 
potential to relocate on-site amphibians and reptiles prior to the commencement of quarrying 40 
activities. 41 
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 1 
21. Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan (Harding ESE, March 26, 2002) – This plan 2 

describes the potential wetland and stream impacts associated with the project and the 3 
mitigation proposed by Holcim.  This plan was originally submitted to the USACE and 4 
MDNR on November 7, 2001, but was later revised (with only minor changes) and re-5 
submitted to the USACE, and to MDNR as part of Holcim’s application for a water quality 6 
certification. 7 

 8 

22. Supplemental Alternatives Analyses (Harding ESE, March 29, 2002) - This report 9 
addresses additional information about alternatives requested by various commenters, 10 
including project site alternatives (alternative off-site locations), quarry plan alternatives 11 
(underground mining and avoidance of Wolf Hollow), and fill disposal area alternatives.   12 

 13 
23. Geochemical Analysis of Ground Water and Unconsolidated Earth Materials at the 14 

Proposed Harbor (LBG, March 27, 2002) – This study analyzes groundwater and soil 15 
samples collected on Lee Island at the site of the proposed harbor.  This information was 16 
used to evaluate potential impacts from either the placement and storage of the harbor 17 
excavation material on-site, or its beneficial use or storage off-site.  A report on this study 18 
has been prepared for submission to MDNR as part of Holcim’s application for an individual 19 
site-specific stormwater permit for activities associated with harbor construction. 20 

 21 
24. Addendum for the Aquatic Resource and Water Quality Characterization Report 22 

(Harding ESE, May 2, 2002) – This report provides supplemental information including: fall 23 
season (2001) fish and water quality sampling results, and spring/fall benthic invertebrate 24 
sampling results.   25 

 26 

25. Water Resources and Hydrology Report (STS Consultants, Ltd., LBG and ESE, May 7, 27 
2002) – This study evaluates the potential for water quality and hydrologic impacts 28 
associated with the change from pre-project conditions to those that result during phased 29 
project development and reclamation.  Surface water models were used to quantify potential 30 
impacts associated with the cement plant, quarry, and fill areas.  Proposed mitigation 31 
measures to prevent potential impacts are presented. 32 

 33 
26. Harbor Excavation Material Storage Option Study (Holcim, 2001-2002, unpublished) – 34 

This on-going study involves the identification of potential, additional alternatives for the 35 
storage of the harbor excavation material.  While on-site locations were identified inside the 36 
quarry boundary, the goal remains to identify a storage area or beneficial use off-site. 37 

 38 
27. Avian Fall and Winter Site Assessment and Population Survey (World Bird Sanctuary, 39 

July 1, 2002) – The World Bird Sanctuary surveyed bird usage of the site during fall and 40 
winter.     41 

 42 
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28. Mississippi River Base Flood Modeling – “No Rise” Certificate Documentation (STS 1 
Consultants, Ltd., October 12, 2002 – This study shows that construction of the in-river 2 
fleeting cells and harbor would not cause any increase in flood levels. 3 

 4 
29. A Market Study of the Effect of Quarries on the Value of Nearby Real Estate (David 5 

Nunn and Joe Rose, The Nunn Company, November 12, 2002) – This study examined the 6 
effect of quarries in Missouri on the property values of surrounding landowners by 7 
investigating quarries in Ste. Genevieve County, Jefferson County, Clarksville, and Jefferson 8 
City, using paired sales analysis techniques and interviews with real estate appraisers and 9 
other professionals. 10 

 11 
30. Blast Vibration Site Evaluation, Holcim (US) Inc., Lee Island Facility (Vibra-Tech, 12 

December 3, 2002) – This study measured ground vibrations produced from blasting at three 13 
primary test sites in order to determine the likely effects on uncontrolled structures and wells 14 
surrounding the project site.  Typical ground vibration response was found indicating full 15 
blasting operations can be conducted without damage to aboveground or underground 16 
structures beyond 1,000 feet. 17 

 18 
 19 
31. Modeling Evaluation of Particulate Matter Emissions and Associated Air Quality Impacts 20 

from the Proposed Holcim Quarry (URS Corporation, February 14, 2003 – This study 21 
evaluated worst-case PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations in the ambient air from the project site 22 
fenceline outward for two scenarios – initial construction and year ten of quarry operations 23 
(including mining activities, reclamation activities, and cement plant emissions. 24 

 25 
32. Avian Spring Migration and Summer Breeding Grounds Site Assessment and Population 26 

Survey (World Bird Sanctuary, April 15, 2003) – additional study by the World Bird 27 
Sanctuary. 28 

 29 
33. Potential Impacts of Mercury Air Emissions From the Proposed Holcim Lee Island 30 

Project on Fish in the Mississippi River (AER, Inc., April 2003) – This study addresses 31 
comments related to the impact of mercury air emissions.    32 

 33 
34.       Isle du Bois Creek and Mississippi Floodplain Evaluation (STS Consultants, Ltd.,     34 
April 25, 2003) – This study shows that the project would meet the applicable flood ordinance 35 
criteria.  36 
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 1 
Appendix C 2 

 3 
Holcim’s Lee Island Project Permits/Approval Required for Construction 4 

 5 
Permit/Approval Required Issuing Agency/Company 

Description 
Construction (Air) Permit 
 
  

Missouri Department of 
Natural Resources 

Requires a comprehensive review involving several issues 
(described below). All of the following conditions must be met to 
receive the construction permit: 
• Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) – Evaluates 

whether plant will impact air quality 
• Best Available Control Technology – Ensures that plant is using 

Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to control 
emissions 

• Modeling – Models conducted using projected emissions from 
the plant must accurately demonstrate the plant’s impact on air 
quality 

• New Source Performance Standards – These standards apply to 
specific emissions units in the facility and regulate particulate 
emissions 

• National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants – 
Ensure that the project meets health and safety standards 
established for specific pollutants 

Land 
Rec. 
Permit 

Missouri Department of 
Natural Resources 

Allows Holnam to quarry the permitted area and requires Holnam to 
restore land affected by quarrying, in accordance with state Land 
Reclamation Program regulations. Holnam will post a bond that will 
be returned only when the state is satisfied that the company’s land 
reclamation efforts have been successful. 

Clean Water Act Sec. 
404/401/10 Permit 

U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 

Regulates discharge of dredged or fill material into the waters of the 
United States.  The Corps permit is based on a public interest review 
that considers many factors, including wetlands impact and 
mitigation. 

Clean Water Act Sec. 401 
Water Quality 
Certification 

Missouri Department of 
Natural Resources 

Issued upon determination that the project will comply with 
Missouri water quality standards. 

Clean Water Act Sec.  402 
Stormwater Permit 

Missouri Department of 
Natural Resources 

Site-specific permit for stormwater discharge activities associated 
with harbor construction including disposal of harbor excavation 
material in fill areas within quarry. 

Public Water 
Supply/Extraction of 
Ground Water Permits 

Missouri Department of 
Natural Resources 

Authorizes provision of drinking water to plant/quarry employees. 
Authorizes installation of a well on the site. 

Dam Safety Permit Missouri Department of 
Natural Resources 

Requires that a dam built to impound sediments excavated from the 
harbor will be designed, installed and monitored according to state 
regulations relating to engineering and material content.  

FEMA Floodway 
Construction Approval 

Ste. Genevieve County Certification by a registered professional engineer who has 
conducted modeling to ensure there will be no effect on the level of 
the Mississippi River due to the project.  The county will review that 
certification. 

Railroad permission for 
temporary and permanent 
crossings 

Burlington Northern 
Railroad  

Authorizes crossing the railroad right-of-way to transport materials 
to and from the harbor. 

 6 
 7 
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 1 

Permits Already Received for the Access Road 2 
 3 
• Corps of Engineers Nationwide Permit 14 4 
• Department of Transportation Approval  5 
• Department of Natural Resources Land Reclamation Permit 6 
• Department of Natural Resources Water Pollution Control Program Storm Water permit R101 (application for 7 

renewal has been submitted) 8 
• Floodplain construction approval from Ste. Genevieve County 9 
 10 

Other Permits Already Received 11 
 12 
• Department of Natural Resources Water Pollution Control Program Storm Water permits G49 (for the quarry – 13 

application for renewal has been submitted) 14 
15 
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APPENDIX D 1 
LIST OF COMMENTERS PROVIDING SUPPORT 2 

 3 
  4 

 
TOTAL 

Commenter No. in 
Appendix A, Response 

to Comments. 

 
COMMENTER 

 
TOPIC 

1.  6 
- 5 

Buchheit, Chauncy 
S.E. Regional Planning 
P.O. Box 366 
Perryville, MO  63775 
573-547-8357 

- impressed with detail of study & 
explanation of care to environment 
- opposition presents no real facts – 
just scare 

2.  6 
- 6 

Buehler, Donna 
320 Fairview 
Festus, MO  63028 
636-937-3473 

 

3.  6 
- 7 

Byron, Robin 
Robicon Corp. 
9550 St. Rd. DD 
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 
Ph:  573-483-3453 

- cites positives:  20 jobs; added tax 
base for county; river transportation 
vs. truck/train emissions; scrubber 
technology 
- “all the environmental groups 
disapprove . . .but they oppose all 
projects.” 
- has worked  at Midlothian, TX; 
Mason City, IA; & Dundee, Minn. – 
as a contractor on startups & has “not 
seen Holnam try and take shortcuts” 

4.  6 
- 9 

Cooley, Elaine 
4743 Concord School Rd. 
Bloomsdale, MO 
573-483-9900 

 

5.  6 
- 12 

Drury, Scott 
510 LaRose 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
883-8912 

- area primed for growth 

6.  6 
- 13 

Estes, Jerry 
251 Clement Rd. 
Bloomsdale, MO 63627 
573-483-2844 

 

7.  6 
- 14 

Gaswell, Larry 
13657 Lakewood Dr. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 
573-5483-3594 
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8.  6 
- 16 

Grass, Jr.  Tom 
20868 Sieber Rd. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO   
573-883-2038 

- Holcim has done its homework 
- amazed at number of out of county 
people present 

9.  6 
- 18 

Hanneken, Rich 
no address 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 
573-883-7074 

- economic benefit 
-lessens the demand for imported 
cement 

10.  6 
- 27 

Huck, Donna 
13370 Lindenwood 
St. Genevieve, MO 63670 
573-483-3179 

- welcome the economic benefits and 
employment opportunities 

11.  6 
- 23 

Huck, Tim 
13185 Lakewood Dr. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 

-Holnam did their homework – 
extensive research 

12.  6 
- 30 

Klein, Lesa 
Bloomsdale, MO 63627 

- sat on advisor board for Holcim 
- they [Holcim] have an 
environmental conscience 
- those concerned about the impact on 
land, air, water, and wildlife will 
work with Holcim to produce 
environmentally sound plant for 
community 

13.  6 
- 31 

Kreitler, Dale 
766 Woodridge Lane 
Perryville  62775 

a- asset to the community 

14.  6 
- 32 
and 
165 

Lurk, John 
270 Hwy 61, Bloomsdale, 
MO 
#6-32  Public Workshop 
Comment 
165 Personal letter, Dec. 1, 
2000 
[Rec’d by M/S 3-20-02] 

#6-32  Public Workshop comment: 
(Student) 
- “very much in favor of the cement 
plant” 
- as resident of Bloomsdale . . . 
foresee no pollution problems 
- “GO FOR IT!” 
#165: community will benefit from plant 
-looking forward to having Holcim in 
area 
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15.  6 
- 33 
and 
166 

Lurk, Linda M.  
St. Agnes School 
270 Hwy 61 
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 
573-483-9105 
#6-33 Public Workshop 
Comment 
166 Personal letter – Dec. 1, 
2000 
[Rec’d by M/S 3/20/02] 

#6-33 Public Workshop Comment -
Teacher   (CAC member) 
- general population of area is in 
favor of Holcim plant 
- in favor of “welcoming them to the 
community” 
#166 Personal Letter : 
- for Ste. Gen. County 
-citizens of Ste. Gen. Co. area anxious to 
welcome Holcim 
-will enable industrial growth of the 
community to flourish 
-has received only positive comments 
from residents 

16.  6 
- 34 

Marler, Lawrence 
649 St. Mary Rd.  
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
883-7388 

-if passes all DNR, etc. regulations, 
no reason not to proceed 

17.  6 
- 35 

Miller, Mel 
13163 Lakewood 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 
573-483-2468 

- will create jobs 

18.  6 
- 36 

Miller, Mrs. Mel 
13163 Lakewood 
Ste. Genevieve, MO   
573-483-2468 

 

19.  6 
- 37 

Munoz, Sergio 
6107 Valley Cove Ct. 
Imperial, MO  67052 
636-464-3004 

- employment  

20.  6 
- 38 

Nelson, Terry  
Executive secretary-
Treasurer 
Carpenters’ District Counsel 
of Greater St. Louis 
1401 Hampton Ave. 
St. Louis, MO  6313903198 
314-644-4800 
(1-23-01) 

-Holcim has shown a real 
commitment to the communities in 
which they build with definite 
concern for the environment 
-will generate construction jobs 
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21.  6 
- 39 

Noce, William K. 
800 Hwy AA 
Festus, MO  63028 
636-937-3387 

(Ajoining land owners) 
- can’t see anything but good that will 
come out of plant 

22.  6 
- 40 

Phagen, Steven 
13186 Lakewood Drive 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
573-483-2341 

-if all regulations are met, mitigation 
of wetlands conducted, go forward 

23.  6 
- 41 

Phillips, Dee  
9542 Hwy DD 
Bloomsdale, MO 63627 
Ph:  573-483-2909 

(Resident) 
-excited about the idea of a cement 
plant 
- will allow substantial opportunities 
and improvements in area 
- future employment opportunities 
and economical consideration 
- increased tax base 

24.  6 
- 42 

Ringwald, Matt 
11548 State Rd. M 
Ste Genevieve, MO   36370 
883-2309 

-“Start as soon as possible.” 

25.  6 
- 43 

Roth, Dale J. 
Business Representative 
Carpenters’ District Counsel 
of Greater St. Louis 
1401 Hampton Ave. 
St. Louis, MO  6313903198 

(County Resident) 
- can preserve natural resources, as 
well as create business opportunities 

26.  6 
- 44 

Rozier, Jack   (??? last 
name) 
President 
Ste. Genevieve Chamber of 
Commerce 
First State Community Bank
Box 8  
St. Mary, MO  63673 
573-543-2252 

-looking forward to long term 
relationship with Holcim 

27.  6 
- 45 

Rozier, Joe 
Workforce Employment 
Solution 
8429 Boveric Ct. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 

-project will have a positive impact 
throughout the region 
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28.  6 
- 47 

Smith, Thomas B. 
672 Jefferson St.  
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63670 
573-883-5335 

(25 years as a Project/Design/ 
Machinery Engineer in line/cement/ 
sandstone processing) 
 
-build state of the art plant – but 
always protect the environment 

29.  6 
- 48 

Sparkman, Roy 
no address 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  63672 
573-883-3219 

 

30.  6 
- 49 

Tuller, James L.  
J.L. Tuller Appraisal Co., 
Inc. 
P.O. Box 8 
Festus, MO  63028 
636-931-2233 

 

31.  6 
- 51 

Waltz, Kathy 
Alderman 
City of Ste. Genevieve 
135 N. 4th St. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 
883-3126 

(Alderman & candidate for Mayor of 
Ste. Gen) 
- Holcim will be a great economic 
force in St. Gen Co. 

32.  6 
- 52 

Weaver, Rebecca A. 
address illegible 
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 

(County Resident/Teacher ) 
- member of Community Advisory 
Counsel 
-majority of citizens support project 

33.  6 
- 53 

Weiler, Jeff 
no address 
573-883-2131 

 

34.  6 
- 54 

Weiler, Jimbo 
6 St. Jude Drive 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 
883-2131 

- “we need you in Ste. Gen” 

35.  6 
- 55 

Werner, Chris 
10060 State Rt. Y 
Bloomsdale, MO  63627 
483-3185 

(County Resident) 
- tremendous opportunity for the 
county 
-Holnam has done the homework 
-the average Ste. Gen County resident 
is very supportive 
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36.  6 
- 57 

Young, Lisa 
address illegible 
Ph: 636-246-8727 

 

1 
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TOTAL 
Commenter No. in 

Appendix A, Response 
to Comments. 

 
COMMENTER 

 
TOPIC 

1.  126 Alltype Fire Protection 
Company 
P. O. Box 32432 
St. Louis, MO 63132 
Sept. 6, 2001 

 

2.  71 American Commercial 
Lines, LLC 
Michael C. Hagan 
President & Chief 
Executive Officer 
1701 East Market 
Street 
Jeffersonville, IN  
47130-4717 
812-288-0238 
 
January 5, 2001 
 
[Rec’d by M&S 
3/20/02) 

Largest barge line in the country 
- Strong support 
- direct interest in ensuring waterside    
   development re:  safety 
- will make significant contributions to the 
   economy of region 
- will promote social, environmental &  
   safety advantages of waterborne 
   transportation 
- confident Holcim protects navigation  
  safety  - promotes commerce 
success of RIAC’s review is testament to 
the comprehensive planning Holcim has 
invested 
- encourages Corps to approve permit 

3.  92 Armbruster, Ron 
Broker 
Armbruster Realty Co.  
70 South 3rd 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 
573-883-2444 
December 1, 2000 
 
Rec’d by M&S 
3/20/02) 

Resident and Businessman 
-jobs will be boon to area’s real estate & 
housing development and general economy 
-is on board of Bank of Bloomsdale 
-has management oversight for Microtel Inn 
& Suites 
-board member of Chamber of Commerce 
-board member of Silvanus Products, Inc. 
-active in Foundation for Restoration of Ste. 
Genevieve 
-all these organizations support Holcim 
project 
-Holcim reputation worldwide indicates 
they will take steps to insure air quality and 
reclamation 

4.  135 Associated Industries 
of Missouri 
411 Jefferson 
P. O. Box 1709 
Jefferson City, MO 
65102 
Nov. 13, 2001 
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5.  144 Bangert, HC Millstone 
Stephen G. Knobbe, 
P.E. 
VP-Business 
Development 
601 Fountain Lakes 
Blvd. 
St. Charles, MO  63301 
June 22, 2001 

 

6.  146 Barley Chevrolet-
Buick, Inc.  
Ken Barley, II 
Member Ste. 
Genevieve IDC 
Ste. Genevieve 
Resident & Concerned 
Citizen 
791 Ste. Genevieve Dr. 
Jct. 61 & 32 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 
573-883-3544 
December 19, 2000 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 

-Full endorsement to great project 

7.  145 
- 1 

Basler, Clarence (Junie) 
Field Supervisor 
The Prudential 
Insurance Company of 
America 
47 S. Fourth St. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 

 

8.  128 Bloomsdale Excavating 
Co., Inc. 
91 Mill Rd. 
P. O. Box 86 
Bloomsdale, MO 63627 
Nov. 12, 2001 
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9.  152 Buerkle, Joe T.  
Buerkle, Beeson, 
Ludwig, Jackson & 
Boner, L.C. 
Attorneys at Law 
709 East Main Street 
P.O. Box 290 
Jackson, MO  63755-
0290 
573-243-8182                 
FAX:  573-243-0388 
December 4, 2000 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 

-project will be a substantial economic 
boost to Ste. Genevieve and Jackson County 
areas 
-project “carefully addresses all concerns 
and is completely consistent with land use” 
and does not infringe on neighboring areas 

10.  153 Burlington Northern 
Santa Fe 
Roger W. Howard 
Director Government 
Affairs 
3253 E. Chestnut 
Expressway 
Springfield, MO  65802 
PH:  417-864-2303          
FAX:  417-864-2303 
January 4, 2001 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 
 

Holcim has been valued customer for BNSF 
for many years 
-Holcim always a first class operation, 
sensitive to community and environmental 
issues 
-Holcim is a proactive company, providing 
positive benefits to their communities 
-Holcim has extensively investigated 
potential environmental impacts 
-Holcim consistently fulfills their 
commitments to mitigate environmental 
issues 

11.  84 Citizens Electric Corp. 
Daniel Rodamaker, 
Chief Executive Officer 
150 Merchant St. 
P.O. Box 311 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 
August 2, 2001 
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12.  154 Coleman, Ron 
President 
Eric Scott    (business 
name) 
980 Rozier St. 
P.O. Box 443 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670-0443 
573-893-7491           
FAX:  573-883-7654 
December 2, 2000 
 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 
 

Coleman is a local business owner and 
active community leader 
- Ste. Gen. Co. needs economic growth,  
  benefits generated by project 
- not asking to disregard environmental  
  impact – do not unnecessarily delay or  
  jeopardize the project “due to a small 
  group of people . . . opposed to many, if  
  not all, forms of economic development.” 

13.  127 Economic 
Development 
Corporation of 
Jefferson Co. 
P. O. Box 623 
725 Maple St. 
Hillsboro, MO 63050 
Nov. 8, 2001 

 

14.  177 Fitzgerald, Linda 
Bayles 
General Manager 
Microtel Inn & Suites 
21958 Highway 32 
P.O. Box 504 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 
573-883-8884   FAX:  
573-883-8841 
December 4, 2000 

- as GM of Microtel Inn, is very concerned  
  about business development in community 
- project will have positive impact – jobs 
- Holcim  “is company of integrity” 

15.  176 Francis, Jim 
State Farm Insurance 
690 Rozier Street 
P.O. Box 226 
Ste Genevieve, MO  
63670 
Off:  573-883-2768         
FAX:  573-883-8992 
December 20, 2000 

- local businessman & member of IDC 
- jobs & financial investment a financial  
  boon 
- olcim appear to take the necessary steps to 
  protect the environment, wetlands, etc. 
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16.  87 Gateway Ready-Mix, 
Inc. 
Steven R. Hughes, V.P. 
11930 Dorsett Rd. 
Maryland Heights, MO  
63043 
June 7, 2001 

 

17.  96 
and 

145-2 

Gegg, David  
Recorder of Deeds 
55 S. 3rd St., Room # 3 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 
# 96 January 26, 2001 
#145-2  

#96  Comment to Corps 
 
#145-2 Copy of letter to Gov. Holden, with 
ccs to 5 other elected officials and MDNR 

18.  145 
- 3 

Gegg, Marilyn  
23409 State Route B 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 

 

19.  160 Gjerstad, Ron D.  
President 
Bucheit Trucking 
Service 
33 PCR 540 
Perryville, MO  63775 
December 4, 2000 
 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 

- have read the Holcim proposal and can  
  find no issues beyond Holcim’s ability to 
  control 
- support the continued economic  
  development of our area 
- added jobs, business opportunities  

20.  112 Grein, Fred F.  
Grein Valley Palet Co. 
15556 State Route M 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 
July 16, 2001 
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21.  161 Greminger, Thomas J.  
Vice President 
Ste. Genevieve 
Industrial Development 
Corp. 
13697 Bodine Rd.  
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 
573-483-2701 
December 3, 2000 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 

On behalf of Ste. Genevieve Industrial 
Development Corp. and as resident of the 
Bloomsdale area 
(IDC is branch organization of the Chamber 
of Commerce – chartered for sole purpose 
of economic development in Ste. Gen Co.) 
-Resolution by Board of IDC (1-27-000) 
supporting Holcim project 
- member of Holcim community Advisory  
  Committee 
- environmental issues are being addressed 
   by Holcim 
- confident Holcim will comply with all  
  regulations 
- willing to testify in support of Holcim   
   project; supply any additional info from 
   IDC 

22.  145 
- 4 

Hill, William D.  
10524 Neudeck Drive 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 

- financial officer for large developer 
- supports personally and as a business  
  person 
- Holnam is good corporate citizen 
- positive affect on the area 
- will protect the environment 

23.  114 Hopkins, Leonard 
Potamology Section 
December 4, 2000 
(Note:  This includes as 
an attachment an 
adverse commenter 
letter from Joann 
Hartman, Monroe 
County Soil and Water 
Conservation District,  

 

24.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

145 
- 5 

Horrell, Michael E.  
CPA 
Michael Horrell & 
Associates, L.L.C. 
51 Ste. Genevieve 
Drive 
P.O. Box 248 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 
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25.  121 Illinois Coal 
Association 
212 Second St. 
Springfield, IL 62701 
Oct. 2, 2001 

 

26.  78 Missouri AFL-CIO 
Hugh M. McVey, 
President 
208 Madison St. 
Jefferson City, MO  
65101 
June 7, 2001 

 

27.  145 
- 6 

and 181 

Nugent, Robert H.  
8003 Jackson School 
Rd.  
Bloomsdale, MO  
63627 

145-6:  No Addressee – forwarded to Corps 
by Ste. Gen  Office of Economic 
Development with other letters  
181- Handwritten  

28.  123 Perry Co. Industrial 
Development Authority 
112 W. Ste. Maries St., 
Ste. 5 
P. O. Box 109 
Perryville, MO 63775-
0109 
Sept. 18, 2001, Sept. 
21, 2001 

 

29.  145 
- 7 

Rayoum, Joyce 
198 Market Street 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 

 

30.  108 Ringwald, Mike 
Heavy Equip. 
Operators 
23830 Bourbon Rd. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 
January 29, 2001 
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31.  145 
- 8 

Schweigert Brothers 
Schweigert, Wayne F., 
President 
Schweigert, Ronald A., 
Vice President  
Schweigert, Mark K. , 
Vice President 
Schweigert, David C., 
Comptroller 
Grein, Susan, Secretary 
17049 New Bremen 
Road 
P.O. Box 464 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 

 

32.  145 
- 9 

Schwent, Donna 
106 Linn Drive 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 

 

33.  172 Ste. Genevieve 
Chamber of Commerce 
Jack Rozier, President 
251 Market St.  
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 
December 1, 2000 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 

-Full support 
-new jobs, capital investment, increased tax 
revenues, boost for local real estate market 
-Holcim a good  neighbor from an 
ecological and environmental standpoint 

34.  122 Ste. Genevieve Co. 
Memorial Hospital 
Michael J. Laird, 
FACHE 
Chief Ex. Dir. 
P. O. Box 468 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 
63670 
Sept. 26, 2001(4 
different topic ltrs) 
December 6, 2000 
 

Dec. 6, 2000: 
- beneficial for the growth of county 
- positive impact on community 
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35.  173 Ste. Genevieve County  
County Commission 
Ste. Genevieve, MO   
63670 
573-883-7202 
December 1, 2000 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 

Signed by 3 County Commissioners: 
-Dennis Huck, Presiding Commissioner 
-Linda L. Hermann, First District 
Commissioner 
-Jeffrey Roth, Second District 
Commissioner 

36.  174 Ste. Genevieve County 
Levee District #2 
Emerald J. Loida, 
President 
P.O. Box 122 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 
December 4, 2000 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 

Personally, and in behalf of Ste. Gen -Sold 
400 acres of land to Holnam 
-Holcim proactive in minimizing impact on 
land, air, water 
-has done extensive wetlands and 
endangered species investigation 
-project has general support of the 
community 
-will bring better economic conditions 

37.  145 Ste. Genevieve County 
Office of Economic 
Development 
Marv Harman, Dir. 
251 Market St. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 
Jan. 29, 2001 
 

Holcim project 
- promises jobs and spin-off jobs 
- tax revenue 
- potential housing development 
- infrastructure improvements 
- Ste, Gen county should not have to “pay 
the piper” for failure of St. Louis attainment 
- have trust in Corps, DNR, EPA, etc 
-vast majority of county is behind project 

38.  145 a Ste. Genevieve County 
Office of Economic 
Development 
Marv Harman, Dir. 
251 Market St. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 
July 21, 2001  
(contains other support 
ltrs. from individuals) 

- resident of St. Gen. County 
- asks elected official to call on MDNR to 
issue permit 
- will bring responsible growth to SE MO 
- will provide tax revenues to support 
schools, infrastructure, and other services 
- provide jobs and spin-off jobs 
- incentive for young people to remain 
- majority of residents in region support 
project 

39.  124 Ste. Genevieve 
Democratic Club 
Cindy Nugent, Pres. 
Sept. 18, 2001 
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40.  145 
- 11 

Stewart, Mikel A.  
Ste. Genevieve School 
District R-11 
375 North 5th Street 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670-1249 

 

41.  145 
- 12 

Stoll, Clay 
Representative 
Prudential Insurance 
Company of America 
47 S. Fourth St. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 

 

42.  145 
- 13 

Thomas, Judy E.  
Treasurer of Ste. 
Genevieve County 
55 So. Third 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 
573-883-3000 
2/21/01 

 

43.  175 TransWood, Inc. 
Stan K. Meier 
Vice President of Sales 
and Marketing 
2565 St. Mary’s Ave.  
P.O. Box 189 
Omaha, Nebraska  
68101-0189 
Ph:  402-346-8092        
FAX:  402-341-2112 
January 2, 2000 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 

Business partner & supplier for Holcim 
- 25-year work relationship with Holnam 
- Holnam has always been a community  
  supporter 
- professional and conscientious 
  Holcim will be a good steward/manager of 
  the land and resources 
 

44.  89 Troy Ready Mix & 
Material, Inc. 
Todd Schreiter 
2251 W. Outer 61 
Troy, MO  63379 
June 14, 2001 

 



SUPPORT COMMENTS – PUBLIC NOTICE P-2259 
BUSINESSES & ORGANIZATIONS 

 

 
316 

 

45.  145 
- 14 

Uding, Timothy F.  
Koettinger, Dolores 
Pope, Anne L. Uding, 
Frank  
12262 Cedar Circle 
Drive 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 

 

46.  110 Weber, David  
(Secretary) 
Ste. Genevieve IDC 
251 Market St. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 
January 25, 2001 

 

47.  145 
- 15 

Welge, Rob 
Gilster – Mary Lee 
Corporation 
615 Old St. Marys 
Road 
Perryville, MO  63775 

 

48.  145 
- 16 

Werner’s Barber & 
Style 
282 Market St.  
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 

 

49.  145 
- 17 

Wyatt, Carlton 
Mayor, City of Saint 
Mary 
P.O. Box 107 
Saint Mary, MO  63673 

-Board of Aldermen unanimously voted 
support 
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TOTAL 

Commenter No. in 
Appendix A, Response 

to Comments. 

 
COMMENTER 

 
TOPIC 

1.  
 

147 Basler, Brenda S. 
447 Parkview Dr.  
Bloomsdale, MO  
63627 
December 1, 2000 
 
[Rec’d by M&S 3-20-
02] 

Life-long resident of Ste. Genevieve County 
- project will benefit county 
-will bring businesses and jobs 
-totally support 

2.  105 Basler, Francis S. 
Carl F. Basler 
355 So. Brookstone S. 
Dr. 
St. Louis, MO  63219 
January 13, 2001 

 
 
 

3.  131 Basler, Welton J. 
Nov. 15, 2001 

 

4.  169 Bauman, Brian 
no address 
e-mail:  
SMTP:bbp@blex.com 
December 5, 2000 
 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 

-Ste. Gen. County resident 
-plant will replace imported cement from 
foreign countries 
-Corps helped save town of Ste. Gen. in 
flood of 1993 – now has a chance to help 
Ste. Gen. grow economically 
-if Corps does not approve, 1993 will be 
“for [naught]” 
-once in a lifetime opportunity for people of 
Ste. Gen. County 

5.  149 Bauman, Heidi M.  
no address 
December 1, 2000 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 
 

Resident of Ste. Gen. County 
-new jobs 
-not only “our county” will benefit, but the 
whole nation re:  not importing cement 

6.  132 Bennett, Bambi L. 
306 East Yoakum St. 
Chaffee, MO 63740 
Nov. 6, 2001 
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7.  150 Blum, Gina A.  
9421 Hwy Y 
Bloomsdale, MO  
63627 
December 4, 20000 
 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 
 

Life-long Resident of Ste. Gen. County 
-plant will be beneficial re:  jobs, schools, 
development of towns, existing businesses, 
new businesses 

8.  151 Bucheit, Chauncy 
21959 Kingsman Dr. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 
December 1, 2000 
 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 
 

-project will create jobs 
-needed in county, due to loss of retail 
business re:  lack of market 
-will help recover lost revenue 

9.  156 Drury, Doris 
160 Mill Hill Road 
Bloomsdale, MO  
63627 
December 2, 2000 
 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 

-believes Holcim is honest & good company 
to locate in county 
-will help community grow 
-provide jobs now and for children & 
grandchildren 

10.  133 Drury, Patrick C. 
13501 Lakewood Dr. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 
63670 
Nov. 8, 2001 

 

11.  157 Drury, Richard S.  
no address 
December 4, 2000 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 

-chance for better employment 
-additional tax revenue  
-Holcim appears to be working hard with 
neighbors and county 

12.  158 Drury, Thomas M.  
8327 Becker Road 
Bloomsdale, MO  
63627 
December 1, 2000 
 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 

-project is controversial, but will have many 
positive results 
-new industry for Ste. Gen. Co., create jobs 
-the beginning of a long-term relationship 
with community, infrastructure & educators 
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13.  106 Fieg, Lothar 
507 LaRose St. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 
January 25, 2001 

 

14.  129 Figge, Sharon A. 
David L. Figge 
7749 Becker Rd. 
Bloomsdale, MO 63627 
Nov. 12, 2001(2 
identical ltrs from each) 

 

15.  125 Fults, Albert 
5684 Dry Fork Rd 
Festus, MO 63028 
Sept. 14, 2001 

 

16.  162 Hermann, Mrs. 
Leonard 
10879 U.S. Hwy 61 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 
December 3, 2000 
 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 

-Holcim plant “will be a godsend to Ste. 
Genevieve County” 
-jobs, spin off jobs, increase in economy 
-believe Holcim will be “good neighbors” 
and be environmentally friendly 

17.  107 Kist, Sister Donna 
Marie 
St. Angus School 
P.O. Box 154 
Bloomsdale, MO  
63627 
January 24, 2001 

 

18.  134 LaRose, Cheryl A. 
10873 Kimmel Lake 
Rd. 
Ste. Genevieve, MO 
63670 
Nov. 8, 2001; 12-01-00 
(email) 
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19.  163 LaRose, Wes M. 
10873 Kimmel Lake 
Road 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 
November 30, 2000 
 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 

Life-long resident of Ste. Gen. County 
-community needs new growth 
 

20.  164 Loida, Sharon L.  
16022 Sugarbottom 
Road 
Ste. Genevieve, MO  
63670 
December 1, 2000 
 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 

Life-long resident of Ste. Genevieve County 
-positive influence – jobs, added residency 
and community growth 
-cannot afford to lose the opportunity 
-need economic growth 

21.  168 Noce, Cheryl A., 
William K. and V. 
Geraldine 
888 State Road AA 
Festus, MO  63028 
636-931-0267 
December 4, 2000 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 

Adjoining land owners 
- within 4 miles of plant site 
- no negative remarks 
- welcome industry moving into area 
-Holcim has taken care to minimize the 
impact to air, land, and water; wetlands and 
Isle du Bois Creek area 
-Holcim has kept neighboring communities 
updated via Community Advisory 
Committee and local newspaper 

22.  179 Phipps, Jerry 
220 N. Horner 
Lebanon, IL 62254 

-Illinois residents will benefit from 
improvement in local economy via 
construction/permanent jobs & support 
services 
-use of Illinois coal will benefit beyond 
immediate area 
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23.  130 Roth, Mandy R. 
9165 Saddleback Trail 
Bloomsdale, MO 63627 
Nov. 12, 2001 
At new address:  
December 1, 2000 
724 Weiler Street, Ste. 
Genevieve, MO  63670 

Nov. 1, 2000: 
-as resident of Ste. Gen County and 
employee at Bloomsdale Excavating  
-will bring economic growth 
-needed to keep workers employed; many 
unemployed now 
Dec. 1, 2000: 
-may be controversial, but will be a great 
benefit to community 
-life-long resident of Ste. Gen County 
-community needs this “boost” 
-support Holcim 100% 
-will promote “once-in-a-lifetime” 
opportunity for  progress, economic growth, 
development 

24.  111 
and 145-10 

Schwent, Lloyd J. 
10499 State Rt. 00 
Bloomsdale, MO 
#111  Personal Letter -
June 7, 2001 
#145-10  to elected 
official  

#111  personal letter 
#145-10  to Marvin Harman, Ste. Gen. 
Economical Development Office 

25.  171 Schwent, Wendy 
9724 E. Cottonwood 
Ln.  
Bloomsdale, MO  
63627 
December 1, 2000 
[Rec’d by M &S 
3/20/02] 

Plant only a few miles from “our home” 
-truly beneficial to community re: economic 
impact/jobs 
-children & future generations will benefit 

26.  109 Schwent, Wilma L. 
104 99 St. Rt. 00 
Bloomsdale, MO  
63627 
February 5, 2001 

 

27.  136 Shiver, Freddie J. 
HCR 60, Box 29 
Vienna, MO 65582 
Nov. 20, 2001 

 

28.  180 Williams, Leon  
1806 Mari Dr. 
O’Fallon, IL 62269 
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29.  137 York, Edward C. 
P. O. Box 337 
Dixon, MO 65459 
Nov. 20, 2001 

 

 



 

 
 

 
 

TOTAL 
Commenter No. in 

Appendix A, Response to 
Comments. 

 
COMMENTER 

1.  113 – 1 Am??, Dan 
6220 M Rd. 
Redbud, IL 

2.  113 – 2 Appel, J. E. 
222 S. 18th St. 
Belleville, IL  62226 

3.  113 – 3 Baker, Jr.  John 
11811, Lehr Rd. 
Marissa, IL  62257 

4.  113 – 4 Bauer, Francis H.  
201 S. Belt West 
Belleville, IL  62221 

5.  113 – 5 Beam, Jerry 
24 Pleasant Lane 
Fairview Heights, IL  62208 

6.  113 – 6 Bechiser, Lester J. 
12 Schliceter Rd. 
Belleville, IL  62220 

7.  113 – 7 Behn ?, A. 
105 S. Brown Ave. 
Percy, IL 62272       (2 copies) 

8.  113 – 8 Beksman, Thomas 
14 Greenfield Dr. 
Mellstalt, IL 

9.  113 – 9 Berlinger, Jeff 
3333 Prairie Hill Rd. 
Belleville, IL  62220 

10.  113 – 10 Biehl, Robert 
1414 Commercial St. 
Belleville, IL 62221 

11.  113 – 11 Black, Chauncy 
901 W. Main 
Belleville, IL  62223 

12.  113 – 12 Brig??, Greg 
12 N. Cherry St. 
Freeburg, IL  62243 

13.  113 – 13 Buecher, Timothy D. 
30 Victoria Dr. 
Millstedt, IL  62260 



 

 
 

14.  113 – 14 Candle, Roy A. 
519 E S Third St. 
Red Bud, IL  62278 

15.  113 – 15 Carriel, J. G. 
21 S. 87th 
Belleville, IL 62223 

16.  113 – 16 Casharev??, Timothy R.  
1102 George St. 
Alester, IL  62233 

17.  113 – 17 Cumberdale, Jr.  William 
600 S. Main St. 
Caseyville, IL  62232 

18.  113 – 18 Douglas, Don 
123 N. 9th St. 
Dupo, IL  62239 

19.  113 – 19 Dravis, Lloyd Alan 
1267 Cole  Place 
Chester, IL  62233 

20.  113 – 20 Fix, Todd  
10560 Reeder Rd 
Lebanon, IL 

21.  113 – 21 Flach, Jr.   Mr. W.E.. 
4504 State Route 159 
Red Bud, IL  62278-2599 

22.  113 – 22 Gaertner, Stan 
7421 Shawneetown Trl. 
Ellis Grove, IL  62241 

23.  113 – 23 Geller, Ray 
7608 Foley Dr. 
Belleville, IL  62223 

24.  113 – 24 Gillum, Jr.  Johnny G.  
211 Nicholas 
Shiloh, IL  62269 

25.  113 – 25 Grarlin, Harry 
7620 S. Fork Rd. 
Red Bud, IL   

26.  113 – 26 Gross, Jeffrey S.  
#2 Pleasant View 
Caseyville, IL  62232 

27.  113 – 27 Guerner, Morris 
100 N. Charles St. 
O’Fallon, IL  62269 

28.  113 – 28 Halkinew, Vernon 
202 W. Chestnut 
Baldwin, IL  62217 

29.  113 – 29 Hayse??, Heath 
116 Pamela 
Belleville, IL  62223 



 

 
 

30.  113 – 30 Head, Phil 
128 Berkshire 
Belleville, IL  62223 

31.  113 – 31 Hechinburyn, Robert 
830 E. McKinley 
Belleville, IL   

32.  113 – 32 Heutsel, Ibrim A. 
228 Freedom Dr., Apt. B 
Belleville, IL  62226 

33.  113 – 33 Him??, Don 
11 Serpy Rd. 
Belleville, IL  62226 

34.  113 – 34 Hladlyshewski, David 
53 Southern Dr. 
Belleville, IL  62223 

35.  113 – 35 Hoelfman, Kevin 
404 Highland St. 
New Athens, IL  62268 

36.  113 – 36 Homl??, Chris M.  
731 St. Martin 
Cahokia, IL  62206 

37.  113 – 37 Hoyl, Charles 
720 N. Burdres 
Marissa, IL 62257 

38.  113 – 38 Jetta, John M. 
222 W. Glenn 
Marissa, IL  62257 

39.  113 – 39 Johnson, Leonard 
11501 Substation Rd. 
Steeleville, IL 

40.  113 – 40 Junge, Floyd A. 
7621 Ruby Ln. 
Baldwin, IL  62217-1063 

41.  113 – 41 Kabmer, Gregory 
1971 Ames Rd. 
Red Bud, IL  62278 

42.  113 – 42 Kennedy, Norma S.  
1581 Cemetery Rd. 
Rockwood, IL  62280 

43.  113 – 43 Kennedy, Robert 
1581 Cemetery Rd. 
Rockwood, IL 

44.  113 – 44 Koenig, Kenneth B.  
P.O. Box 93 
Lenzborg, IL  62255 

45.  113 – 45 Kuester, David 
6179 Floraville Rd. 
Millstadt, IL  62260 



 

 
 

46.  113 – 46 Luebbers, Dan 
101 Elizabeth 
Freeburg, IL  62243 

47.  113 – 47 Mantz, Jr.  Donald G.  
222 N. 4th St. 
Dupo, IL  62239 

48.  113 – 48 Mayer, Maurice W.  
4712 Rock Castle Rd. 
Steeleville, IL  62288 

49.  113 – 49 McCarthy, Herb  ?? 
755 Urbanna Dr. 
Freeburg, IL  62243 

50.  113 – 50 McGuire, Brian 
100 Natalie Dr. 
Swansea, IL  62226 

51.  113 – 51 Medley, John A. 
9632 Ridge Hgts. Rd. 
Fairview Hgts, IL  62208  

52.  113 – 52 Meirnik, Joseph 
714 Emma Ave. 
Belleville, IL  62220-2434 

53.  113 – 53 Morton, Harry L. 
414 E. 2nd 
O’Fallen, IL  62269 

54.  113 – 54 Mot???, Rudy ?? J. 
2832 N. 43rd St. 
Fairmont City, IL  62201 

55.  113 – 55 Muelh, Joel J.  
no address 

56.  113 – 56 Musselhorn, Robert 
9280 Rt. 153 
Coulterville, IL  62237 

57.  113 – 57 Oklau, Allan D.  
4720 Marissa Rd. 
Coulterville, IL  62237 

58.  113 – 58 Perrin, Joseph B.  
1805 Duncan Ave. 
Swansea, IL  62226 

59.  113 – 59 Preets, Perry E.  
7570 Griggs Rd 
Red Bud, IL  62228 

60.  113 – 60 Reznicek, Robert J.  
5900 Perrin 
Fairview Heights, IL 

61.  113 – 61 Rick, Robert W. (last name may be Prick) 
1818 N. 89th 
Fairview Heights, IL  62208 

62.  113 – 62 Roberts ???, H. ? 
745 Lake Lucille Dr. 
Waterloo, IL 62298 



 

 
 

63.  113 – 63 Ross, Chris 
203 South Saint Johns Dr. 
Smithton, IL  62285 

64.  113 – 64 Sagnet, Ronald D.  
218 S. Main 
Smithton, IL   62285 

65.  113 –65 Sasak, Bob 
7509 Melba Lane 
Belleville, IL   6223 

66.  113 – 66 Schmidt, Chris 
510 Catawba 
Belleville, IL  62226 

67.  113 – 67 Shively, James N.  
101 Highland Dr. 
Belleville, IL  62226-4922 

68.  113 – 68 Siene, Bruce H.  
508 s. Chester 
Steeleville, IL 

69.  113 – 69 Stewart, Corey  
111 Powers Dr. 
Marissa, IL 62257 

70.  113 – 70 Stork, Thomas B. 
P.O. Box 12 
Percy, IL 62272 

71.  113 – 71 Vargo, Casey 
1314 Centreville Ave. 
Belleville, IL  62220 

72.  113 – 72 Vlasak, Stanley 
1409 Kinsella Ave. 
Swansea, IL 

73.  113 – 73 Walker, E. B.  
202 E. “E” Street 
Belleville, IL  62220 

74.  113 – 74 Ward, Charles J.  
24 Pa??? Dr. 
Belleville, IL  62226 

75.  113 – 75 Weaver, John P. 
407 S. Jasper 
Stockville, IL  62288  

76.  113 – 76 Weise, Donald D.  (Carpenter) 
6190 Zion Church Rd. 
Walsh, IL  62297 



 

 
 

77.  113 – 77 Winn ????? 
9455 Holy Cross Rd. 
Fairview Heights, IL  62208 

78.  113 – 78 Meddows, Marvin K.  
119 McKendree Park 
Lebanon, IL 62254 

79.  113 - 79 Unsigned Construction Worker Form Letter 
July 20, 2001 

80.  113 - 80 Unsigned Construction Worker Form Letter 
July 20, 2001 

81.  113 – 81 Adam, Timothy S. 
12 A Estelle Lane 
Fairview Heights, IL  62208 

82.  113 – 82 Aldridge, Terry 
620 N. 5th Street 
Supo, IL 62239 

83.  113 – 83 Allscheid, Vince 
412 Catherine Drive 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

84.  113 – 84 Angevine, Chris 
6 Don’s Drive 
Swansea, IL 62226 

85.  113 – 85 Appel, Lester R.  
22 Twilight Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62226 

86.  113 – 86 Ba???, Joseph (Partially Illegible) 
2405 Pulliam Ave. 
Fayetteville IL 62258 

87.  113 – 87 Bai???,  ???? (Partially Illegible) 
3617 Dori Ln. 
Millstadt, IL 62260 

88.  113 – 88 Banger, Daniel C.   (partially illegible) 
48 Signal Hill Blvd. 
Belleville, IL  62223 
July 20, 2001 

89.  113 – 89 Bargman, Henry 
8 Davis St. 
Chester, IL 62233 

90.  113 – 90 Barrett, Paul S. 
1019 Hollywood Heights Rd. 
Caseyville, IL 62232-1123 

91.  113 – 91 Bauer, Jeffrey 
28 Christine Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62221 

92.  113 – 92 Bauer, Robert (Partially Illegible) 
City of Sparta Illinois 
??14 W. Jackson St. (Partially Illegible) 
Sparta, IL 



 

 
 

93.  113 – 93 Bauers, Gillbert (last name is a guess) 
9493 St. Rt. #3 
Red Bud, IL 

94.  113 – 94 Bauman, Paul W. 
925 S. Church St. 
Belleville, IL 62220 

95.  113 – 95 Becker, Melvin 
16 Maple Drive 
Belleville, IL  62220 

96.  113 – 96 Beger, Larry (Partially Illegible) 
3528 Lorene St. 
Belleville, IL 62226 

97.  113 – 97 Bert, Andrew 
1005 Cole Pl. 
Chester, IL 62233 

98.  113 – 98 Beumont,  Charles L. (Partially Illegible) 
402 Westfield 
O’Fallon, ILL 62264 

99.  113 – 99 Bien, Gordon D. 
1508 N. Church St. 
Belleville, IL 62221 

100. 113 – 100 Bing, Rob 
103 N. 32nd St.  
Belleville, IL  62226 

101. 113 – 101 Bitts, Marlin 
218 S. Chamberlin 
LeF???, IL 62254 (Partially Illegible) 

102. 113 – 102 Bixley, David A.  
505 E. Main 
Steeleville, IL  62288 

103. 113 – 103 Black, Michael D. 
27 Hilcrest Ln. 
Caseyville, IL 62232 

104. 113 – 104 Black, William R. 
300 E. James 
Caseville, IL 62232 

105. 113 – 105 Blaylock, Harold G. 
23 Water St. 
E. Corondelet, IL  62240 

106. 113 – 106 Blechle, Larry J.  
641 Van Zant St.  
Chester, IL  62233 

107. 113 – 107 Bolen, Darrell L.  
901 W. Pine 
Percy, IL  62272 

108. 113 – 108 Bollmann, Kenneth 
10333 Paradise Rd. 
Chester, IL 62233 



 

 
 

109. 113 – 109 Brauer, Keith A 
485 Obst. Weg??? 
Belleville, IL  62220. 

110. 113 – 110 Briscoe, Charles 
707 Beebe 
Mascoutah, IL  62258 
July 20, 2001 

111. 113 – 111 Brueggerman, Donald H.  
723 Abeno 
Belleville, IL  62220 

112. 113 – 112 Bruno, Pete 
1855 Gal?? Dr. (Partially Illegible) 
Belleville IL 

113. 113 – 113 Buckey, Greg 
706 Jacob Lane 
Freeburg, IL  62243 

114. 113 – 114 Buesking, Forrest 
509 Springdale Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

115. 113 – 115 Burns, Ardell J.  
7249 Robinson School Rd.  
New Athens, IL  62264 

116. 113 – 116 Butzinger, Judy,  
President Butzinger Builders Inc. 
4115 Old Hickory Lane 
Millstadt, IL 62260 

117. 113 – 117 Caldwell, Chris 
3023 W. Mail 
Belleville, IL 

118. 113 – 118 Calhoun, Robert 
Calhoun Construction 
6600 West main Street 
Belleville, IL 62223 

119. 113 – 119 Calvanser, Mark 
100 N. 81st 
Belleville, IL 

120. 113 – 120 Carr, David J. 
706 South East 
New Athens, IL 62264 

121. 113 – 121 Carreotto, John H. (Partially Illegible) 
17 Hornbeck Dr. 
Belleville IL 62221 

122. 113 – 122 Cersh, Robert    (last name ???) 
Box 205 
Coulterville, IL  62237 

123. 113 – 123 Coates, Charles 
821 W. South St.  
Mascoutah, IL  62258-1712 



 

 
 

124. 113 – 124 Cole??, David (Partially Illegible) 
10303 Wine Hill Rd. 
Chester, IL 62233 

125. 113 – 125 Colteare, John C.  
8473 Makko Dr.  
Cedar Hill,  (No State)  63016 

126. 113 – 126 Colvis, Leonard 
106 Lakeview Dr. 
Chester, IL 62233 

127. 113 – 127 Congleton, Larry  
516 Solomon St.  
Chester, IL  62233 

128. 113 – 128 Construction Services 2000, Inc.  
Terry Buecher, President  
6000 Floraville Rd.  
Milstadt, IL  62260 

129. 113 – 129 Conyliton, Larry (Partially Illegible) 
516 Solomon St. 
Chester, IL 62233 

130. 113 – 130 Cook, Donald L., 
135 E. Brookhaven Dr. 
Caseyville, IL 62232 

131. 113 – 131 Corrial, J. A.  
2145 Moren Blvd.  
Belleville, IL  62221 

132. 113 – 132 Cory, E.R. 
405 W. Adam 
Millstradt, IL  62268 

133. 113 – 133 Cory, Kurtis 
5752 Bohleysville Rd, 
Millstadt, IL 62260 

134. 113 – 134 Cpito, Fae   (Partially illegible) 
8572 Triple Lks 
Dupo, IL 62239 

135. 113 – 135 Cral???, Timothy S. (Partially Illegible) 
12A Estelle La 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208 

136. 113 – 136 Crowe, Richard R.  (last name may be Crowne) 
 1933 Lebanon Ave. 
Belleville, IL 62221 

137. 113 – 137 Curry James T. 
8 Marilyn Cir. 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208-2839 

138. 113 – 138 Cusswell, Dale B.  
2601 Paradise Lane 
Millstadt, IL  62260 

139. 113 – 139 Dachsteinger, Don and Connie 
Local #169 
1045 Well Rd. 
Lebanon, IL 62254 



 

 
 

140. 113 – 140 Daenzel, Donald W. 
1802 Alexander 
Belleville, IL 62226 

141. 113 – 141 Davenroy, Robert    (last name is a guess) 
404 Longview 
Belleville, IL 62223 

142. 113 – 142 Davitz, Jerry 
5908 Union Hall Rd. 
Ellis Grove, IL 62241 

143. 113 – 143 Del???, De???  Illegible 
1100 E. ‘B’ St. 
Belleview, IL  62220 

144. 113 – 144 Dennings, Garry 
7781 Oakdale Rd. 
Ellis Grove, IL 62241 

145. 113 – 145 Dennrich, Robert D. 
3235 Willygully Ln. 
Chester IL 62233 

146. 113 – 146 Derringer, Garry 
7781 Oakdale Rd.  
Ellis Grove, IL  62241 

147. 113 – 147 Dietrich, Harry B.  
810 S. 74th St.  
Belleville, IL  62223 

148. 113 – 148 Dill, William E. 
6 Bauer Dr. 
Caseyville, IL 62232 

149. 113 – 149 Dr???, Delbert (Partially Illegible) 
11496 County Farm Rd. 
Chester IL 62233 

150. 113 – 150 Drak???, John F. (Partially Illegible) 
8815 Firie Forks Rd. 
New Athens, IL 62264 

151. 113 – 151 Draney, Scott (Partially Illegible) 
5350 York 
Ellis Grove, IL 62241 

152. 113 – 152 Draves, Robert L. 
11504 Ebenezer Rd. 
Rockwood IL 62280 

153. 113 – 153 Duclos, Charles 
822 Hartman Dr. 
Red Bud, IL  62278 

154. 113 – 154 Dyke, Alan P. 
202 Mason Lane 
Sparta, IL 62286 

155. 113 – 155 Eaton, Jim 
404 S. 4th Street 
Caseyville, IL 



 

 
 

156. 113 – 156 Echart, Edmund 
4782 Palestine Rd. 
Chester, IL 62233 

157. 113 – 157 Eftink, Andrew 
114 St. James 
Cahokia, IL 62206 

158. 113 – 158 Eggemeyer, Gary R.  
14 E. State  
Chester, Il 

159. 113 – 159 Eggemeyer, Rodney 
3822 Dawnview Rd.  
Chester, IL  62233 

160. 113 – 160 Eggemeyer, Rolland 
100 N. State Street 
P.O. Box 26 
Ellis Grove, IL 62241 

161. 113 – 161 Eggemeyer, Sam 
5682 Walsh Rd. 
Walsh, IL 62297 

162. 113 – 162 Eggemeyer, Stanley 
4192 Palestine, Rd. 
Chester, IL 62233 

163. 113 – 163 Eggley, Thomas H. 
32 Rock Springs Estates 
O’Fallon, IL 62269 

164. 113 – 164 Ehlers, Gregg 
1311 Allendale 
Chester, IL 62233 

165. 113 – 165 Eih_____, Ma___ J.  (partially illegible) 
8926 LL Road 
Red Bud, IL  62278 

166. 113 – 166 Engel, Frederick 
1201 Mascoutah Ave. 
Belleville, IL 62220 

167. 113 – 167 Epplin, Leroy 
717 City Lake Rd. 
Percy, IL 62272 

168. 113 – 168 Erdmann, Melvin H. 
9536 S. Prairie Rd. 
Rd Bud, IL 62278 

169. 113 – 169 Fault, Alex 
no address 

170. 113 – 170 Fiedler, John 
3806 New Athens, IL 62264 

171. 113 – 171 Fiedler, Tim 
1022 South St.  
New Athens, IL  62264 

172. 113 – 172 Flanning, Robert P. (last name is a guess) 
7 Greenbriar 
Chester, IL 62233 



 

 
 

173. 113 – 173 Fritts, Jory 
7570 Griggs Road 
Red Bud, IL  62278 
618-282-2574 

174. 113 – 174 Futhnor, Everett (Partially Illegible last name) 
137 Bobbie Dr. 
O’Fallon IL 62269 

175. 113 – 175 Gain, Edward J. 
116 Jenny Way 
Smithton, IL 62285 

176. 113 – 176 Galle, Milton 
108 South Market 
New Athens, IL 62264 

177. 113 – 177 Garvey, Matthew 
124 Country Club Acres 
Belleville, IL  62223 

178. 113 - 178 Gary, Eggenmeyer 
14 E. State 
Chester, IL 

179. 113 – 179 Goetling, L. Maxine 
703 E. Main Street 
Steeleville, IL 62288-1711 

180. 113 – 180 Goetting, Carl L. 
703 E. Main 
Steeleville, IL 62288 

181. 113 – 181 Gomez, Marcelino 
15 Borrenphol Ct. 
Feeboro, IL 62243 

182. 113 – 182 Gott, Tim   (this is a guess) 
5602 Pontiac 
F.H., IL  62208 

183. 113 – 183 Grammit, Ronald 
4559 Bodes Ln. 
Chester, IL 62233 

184. 113 – 184 Gravot, James K. 
2127 E. Belle Ave. Apt. D. 
Belleville, IL 62221 

185. 113 – 185 Gray, Donald N.  
6206 Walsh Rod.  
Ellis Grove, IL  62241 

186. 113 – 186 Grayson, Kevin P. 
1203 State St. 
E. Carondele, IL 62240 

187. 113 – 187 Griggs, Jeff 
2502 State Street 
Chester, IL 62233 

188. 113 – 188 Grommet, Ronald 
4559 Bodes Lane 
Chester, IL  672233 



 

 
 

189. 113 – 189 Groot, James K.  
2127 E. Belle Ave.     Apt. D 
Belleville, IL  62221 

190. 113 – 190 Grott, Dale (Partially Illegible) 
212 Edna St. 
Chester, IL 62233 

191. 113 – 191 Gutgille, Paul R. (Partially Illegible) 
502 E. Washington St. 
O’Fallon, IL   

192. 113 – 192 Hacker, Brian 
504 Whitehall Ct. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

193. 113 – 193 Hacker, Carl L. 
308 Pleasant ridge Rd. 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208-1209 

194. 113 – 194 Hahn, Marvin 
P.O. Box 165 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

195. 113 – 195 Hall, David L. 
310 N. Lewis  
Sparta IL 62286 

196. 113 - 196 Hall, David L. 
310 N. Lewis  
Sparta ILL  62286 

197. 113 – 197 Hamlin, Robert E. 
92 Granvue, Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

198. 113 – 198 Hamlin, Robert P.  
1605 Fairway Dr.  
Shiloh, IL  62269 
632-7902 

199. 113 – 199 Hammel, Carl E. 
address illegible 

200. 113 – 200 Hanebutt, Roger 
4142 Blackjack Rd. 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

201. 113 – 201 Hangsleben, Harold W. (Partially Illegible) 
1006 Caroline 
O’Fallon, IL 62269 

202. 113 – 202 Harlin, Marvin 
P.O. Box 165 
Red Bud, IL  62278 

203. 113 – 203 Harris, Carol 
5072 Smith Rd. 
Ellis Grove, IL 62241 

204. 113 – 204 Harris, Kenneth 
612 So. Polk 
Millstadt, IL 62260 



 

 
 

205. 113 – 205 Harris, Paul 
5072 Smith Rd. 
Ellingrave, IL 62241 

206. 113 – 206 Hasemann, Ronald 
11009 Hageman Rd. 
Lebanon, IL 62254 

207. 113 – 207 Hathaway, Michael D. 
709 Holt Drive 
Steeleville, IL 62288 

208. 113 – 208 Haw???, Jeffrey (Partially Illegible) 
119 S. 34th Street 
Belleville, IL 62223 

209. 113 – 209 Hay, Robert J.   (last name is a guess) 
5 Burcham Dr. 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208 

210. 113 – 210 Hayden, Josh 
7032 Glades Ave, 
St. Louis MO 631117 

211. 113 – 211 Hechenberger, Edward 
1217 Centreville, Ave. 
Belleville, IL 62220  

212. 113 – 212 Hecht, Gene 
4228 Palestine Rd. 
Chester, IL 62233 

213. 113 – 213 Hecht, Kenneth W. 
4190 Union School Rd. 
Chester, IL 62233 

214. 113 – 214 Hed???, Alan W. (Partially Illegible) 
31 S. 18th St. 
Belleville, IL 62221 

215. 113 – 215 Heinen, Herbert 
810 S. 3rd Street, #2 
Belleville, IL 62220 

216. 113 – 216 Held Scott Held 
124 Sunset Dr. 
Smithton, IL 62285 

217. 113 – 217 Helton, Ricky 
103 N. Hickory 
Smithton, IL  62285 

218. 113 – 218 Hermes, Philip W. 
202 Bluff View Dr. 
Prairie Du Rocher, IL 

219. 113 – 219 Herren, Robert 
707 Rock Bridge Rd. 
Baester, IL  62233 

220. 113 – 220 Hesher, Richard J. 
410 N. 6th 
Mascoutah, IL 62258 



 

 
 

221. 113 – 221 Hiedon, Jeffrey 
5301 Concordia Church Rd. 
Belleville, IL 62226 

222. 113 – 222 Hoake, Narbert E. 
3401 Saluki Woods Rd. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

223. 113 – 223 Hodges, Allen W.  
31 S. 18th St.  
Belleville, IL  62221 

224. 113 – 224 Hoff, ???? J. (Partially Illegible) 
6 Madonna Ct. 
Belleville, IL 62223-4203 

225. 113 – 225 Holland, Bruce  
336 W. Waters Edge 
Belleville, IL 62221 

226. 113 – 226 Homan, Kevin 
4859 Palestine Rd. 
Chester IL 62233 

227. 113 – 227 Hongiarda, J. (name is a guess) 
1259 Cole Place 
Chester, IL 62233 

228. 113 – 228 Hood, Cy 
1601 Davis St. Ferry Rd. 
E. Carondelet, IL  62240 

229. 113 – 229 Hood, John C.  
12210 Roseborough Rd.  
Sparta, IL  62286 

230. 113 – 230 Hooks, Donald (Partially Illegible) 
434 Bel??? Rd. 
O’Fallon, IL 62269 

231. 113 – 231 Horn, M Illegible 
55 Towne Hall Est. Dr. 
Belleville, IL  62223 

232. 113 – 232 Horstman, Donald 
20 Lakewood Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

233. 113 – 233 Horstman, William P.  
1409 Amanda Dr.  
Belleville, IL  62226 
July 20, 2001 

234. 113 – 234 Howard, Jr.  Larry 
P.O. Box 23378 
Belleville, IL  62223 

235. 113 – 235 Huegle, Susan 
2956 Big Oak Lane 
Belleville, IL 62226 

236. 113 – 236 Hug, Gerald 
137 El. Cerrito 
Belleville, IL 62221 



 

 
 

237. 113 – 237 Humes, Paul 
544 Forest Ave. 
Belleville, IL  62220 

238. 113 – 238 Hummert, James E. 
4530 Hummert Rd. 
Mascoctah, IL 62258 

239. 113 – 239 Humnor , Mary  or Marty or Murry ( a guess) 
4521 Bremen 
Chester, IL   

240. 113 – 240 Humnor, Sherry 
4521 Bremen 
Chester, IL 

241. 113 – 241 Hyatt, Sr., Gene E.  
24 Bircham Dr. 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208 

242. 113 – 242 Idecker, Gary L. 
305 S. Elizabeth 
New Athens, IL 62264 

243. 113 – 243 Illegible 
P.O. Box 7 
Freeburg, IL 62243 

244. 113 – 244 Illegible 
409 S. 13th Street 
Belleville, IL 62220 

245. 113 – 245 Illegible 
1 Western Dr. 
Millstadt, IL 62260 

246. 113 – 246 Illegible 
212 River Bend 
Chesterfield, MO 63017 

247. 113 – 247 Illegible 
??? Susan Hill 
Nashville, MO 63128 

248. 113 – 248 Illegible 
403 W. Holmes St. 
Christina, IL 62233 

249. 113 – 249 Illegible 
11 N. Indiana Ave. 
Belleville, IL 62221 

250. 113 – 250 Illegible 
329 Britanna 
Swansea, IL  

251. 113 – 251 Illegible 
207 Bernard Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

252. 113 – 252 Illegible 
383 E. Temple 
Freeburg, IL 62243 



 

 
 

253. 113 – 253 Illegible 
7 Lynnbrook Lane 
Bellville, IL 62226 

254. 113 – 254 Illegible 
3334 Putnam Ave. 
Belleville, IL 62226 

255. 113 – 255 Illegible 
17 Fox Creek Rd. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

256. 113 – 256 Illegible ???man, Louis (Partially Illegible) 
6733 Mine Haul Rd. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

257. 113 – 257 Illegible First name and Last name 
214 Mascoutah Ave. 
Belleville, IL  62220 

258. 113 – 258 Illegible Last Name, Troy 
755 Cemetery Rd. 
Freeburg, IL  62243 

259. 113 – 259 Illegible, Gerard G. 
1311 Cart Lane 
Belleville, IL 62221 

260. 113 – 260 Illegible, Harold W.  
506 S. Garfield 
Steeleville, IL  62288 

261. 113 – 261 Illegible, John 
1817 McClintock 
Belleville, IL 

262. 113 – 262 Illegible, John 
9703 St. Clair Ave. 
Fairview Heights, IL  62208 

263. 113 – 263 Illegible, Kim 
830 Forest Ave. 
Belleville, IL 62220 

264. 113 – 264 Illegible, Michael 
9100 Old Burnam Rd. 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208 

265. 113 – 265 Illegible, Nicholas 
217 Jan Drive 
Smithton, IL 62285 
 
and 
 
SPC Jur 
6025th GSI 
St. Louis MO 

266. 113 – 266 Illegible, Rick 
916 Brentmoore Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62223 



 

 
 

267. 113 – 267 Jac???, Ronald (Partially Illegible) 
125 N. 28th  
Belleville, IL 62226 

268. 113 – 268 Jackson, Billy 
1722 Theodore 
Canokin, IL 62206 

269. 113 – 269 Janglow, Joseph M. 
521 Judith Ann Place 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208 

270. 113 – 270 Jany, Jeremy M.  
525 Murphysboro Rd.  
Chester, IL  62233 

271. 113 – 271 Jany, Morris (Partially Illegible) 
525 Murphys Bore Rd. 
Chester IL  

272. 113 – 272 Jeknil, Dennis J  
329 E. Mill 
Millstadt, IL  62260 

273. 113 – 273 Johnson, David W.  
407 N. 3rd Street 
Dupo, IL 62239 

274. 113 – 274 Jones, Jason 
516 Ardmore Dr. 
Belleville, IL  62223 

275. 113 – 275 Jose, Ronald     (last name is guess) 
6260 Roachtown Rd. 
Millstadt, IL 62200 

276. 113 – 276 Junge, Floyd A.  
7621 Ruby Lane 
Baldwin, IL  62217-1063 

277. 113 – 277 Kadlic, Jason 
5747 Griggs Rd. 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

278. 113 – 278 Kaemmerer, George 
417 N. High Street 
Belleville, Il  62220-1214 

279. 113 – 279 Kaltmayer, D. 
1000 Royal Heights Road, #65 
Belleville, IL  62226 

280. 113 – 280 Kamp, Chad A. (Partially Illegible) 
18 Tailsman Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62220 

281. 113 – 281 Kasbaum, Joseph 
116 Clearwater D. 
Belleville, IL 62220 

282. 113 – 282 Kattmayer, D.  
1000 Royal Heights Rd. #65 
Belleville, IL 62226 



 

 
 

283. 113 – 283 Keeble, Leroy 
P.O. Box 84 
Steelebville, IL  62288 

284. 113 – 284 Keebler, Harold L.  
3384 Welge Road 
Steeleville, IL  62288 

285. 113 – 285 Keeney, Keith 
215 Cortner 
Smithton, IL  62285 

286. 113 – 286 Keim, Roger J.  
425 E. Laurel 
Millstadt, IL 62260 

287. 113 – 287 Kelly, Scott  (last name is a guess) 
300 S. Market 
New Athens, IL 

288. 113 – 288 Kempfer, Leonard 
443 State Rt. 13 
Coulterville, IL  62237 

289. 113 – 289 Kempfer, Roy J. 
6424 Herzog Lane 
Prairie Du Rocher, IL 62277 

290. 113 – 290 Kennedy, James S. (Partially Illegible) 
380 W. Mill St. 
Ruma, IL 62278 

291. 113 – 291 Kennedy, James W. 
12915 Sunrise Dr. 
Sparta, IL 62286 

292. 113 – 292 Kennedy, Jason 
8272 County LL rd. 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

293. 113 – 293 Kent, John  J. 
850 W. McAllister 
Lebanon, Il 62254 

294. 113 – 294 Kieffer, Alan K.  
7736 State Route 154 
Baldwin, IL  62217-1276 
July 20, 2001 

295. 113 – 295 Klymayer, Jack J. 
504 N. Jefferson 
Mass., IL 62258 

296. 113 – 296 Knepper, Kevin F. 
8314 W. Main Street 
Belleville, IL 62223 

297. 113 – 297 Koch, Curt 
20 Iowa Ave.  
Belleville, IL  62221 

298. 113 – 298 Koch, Melvin E.    (last name, not sure) 
1401 Kane  
Sparta, IL 



 

 
 

299. 113 – 299 Koebel, Wayne, D. 
310 W. Mill St. 
Ruma, IL 62278 

300. 113 – 300 Kos???, Joseph (Partially Illegible) 
102 S. Johnson St.  
New Athens, IL 62264 

301. 113 – 301 Kramer or Krane, Robert (Partially Illegible) 
R.A.K. Improvements 
701 S. Van Buren 
New Athens, IL 62264 

302. 113 – 302 Krick, Frederick (Partially Illegible) 
3678 Lake Lane 
Millstadt, IL 62260-2117 

303. 113 – 303 Kullen, Adam J.  (last name is a guess) 
406 Janet Drive 
Lebanon, IL   

304. 113 – 304 Leder, Robert G. 
309 Marilyn Dr. 
O’Fallon, IL 62269 

305. 113 – 305 Lehman, Jay 
No Address 
Marissa, IL  

306. 113 – 306 Lehman, Robert L. 
401 N. 8th 
Marissa, IL 62257 

307. 113 – 307 Lewis, Herman  (last name is a guess) 
232 Center Dr.  
Caseyville, IL 62232 

308. 113 – 308 Li???, Jr., Herbert A. (Partially Illegible) 
2102 Florence 
Cahokia, IL 62206 

309. 113 – 309 Liefer, Wilfred 
6004 Beck Rd.  
Red Bud, IL  62278 

310. 113 – 310 Lipp, Kenneth 
109 Brackett St. 
Swansea, IL 62226 

311. 113 – 311 Little, Melvin 
2601 Little Ln. 
Millstadt, IL 62260-1803 

312. 113 – 312 Loeffler, Gary 
2021 Lake 
Bellville, IL 62226 

313. 113 – 313 Long, Olin 
1827 State St. 
Chester, ILL 62233 

314. 113 – 314 Lory, E. R. 
405 W. Adam 
Millstadt, IL 62260 



 

 
 

315. 113 – 315 M???, Mark A. (Partially Illegible) 
207 Kathryn Street 
E. St. Louis, IL 62203 

316. 113 – 316 Madura, Walter (Partially Illegible) 
202 Main 
O’Fallon, IL 62269 

317. 113 – 317 Magil, John    (guess) 
10612 Burgdorf Rd.  
Red Bud, IL  62278 

318. 113 – 318 Mahalik, D. 
5609 Stone Villa Dr. 
Smithton, IL 62285 

319. 113 – 319 Malin, Don 
1701 Alvina Dr. 
Dupo, IL 62239 

320. 113 – 320 Marler, David E.  
6564 Edgewood Rd.  
Red Bud, IL  62278 
July 20, 2001 

321. 113 – 321 Marshall, David W. 
#15 Harris Ct. 
Freeburg, IL 62243 

322. 113 – 322 Martin, Cletis 
713 Leighigh Dr. 
Swansea, IL 62226 

323. 113 – 323 Martin, Michaek J.  
4872 Rustic Wood Lane 
Red Bud, IL  62279 

324. 113 – 324 Matecki, Theodore 
3916 Centerville 
Belleville, IL 62223 

325. 113 – 325 Mayzrordt???, Harry 
7630 LL Rd. 
Red Bud, IL  62278 

326. 113 – 326 McAlister, Jack S. 
3721 Lebanon Ave. 
Belleville, IL 62221 

327. 113 – 327 McClain, Jeffrey L. 
111 E. O’Fallon Dr. 
Caseyville, IL 62232 

328. 113 – 328 McCoy, Nathaniel 
459 N. 22nd 
E. St. Louis, IL 62205 

329. 113 – 329 McDonald, Carl 
434 Jerome Lane 
Canokia, IL  62206 

330. 113 – 330 McFalls, John G. 
Carpenter Local 433 
1808 Jamestown Road, Apt. 1 
Swansea, IL 62226 



 

 
 

331. 113 – 331 McKenzie, Jeffrey L. 
211 Murphy Ave. 
Tilden, IL 62292 

332. 113 – 332 Meece, Thomas 
223 “B” Virginia Ave. 
Belleville, IL 62220 

333. 113 – 333 Mehrisy??, Barry 
4564 Bodes Lane 
Chester, IL 62233 

334. 113 – 334 Meyer Joseph A. 
15 Harmony Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62226 

335. 113 – 335 Meyer, Robert G. 
101 Valley Street 
Ellis Grove, IL 62241 

336. 113 – 336 Meyer, Tim R. 
3372 Hidden Prairie Lane 
New Athens, IL 62264 

337. 113 – 337 Middendorf, Michael A. (Partially Illegible) 
3936 Millstadt ??? Rd. 
Belleville, IL 622220-5600 

338. 113 – 338 Mil???, Donald (Partially Illegible) 
2007 Royal Heights Rd. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

339. 113 – 339 Miller, John W.   (guess – illegible) 
308 W. I Street 
Belleville, IL 62226 

340. 113 – 340 Miller, Mark E. 
??? Riley Dr. (Partially Illegible) 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208 

341. 113 – 341 Miller, Mike 
11201 View Valley 
Rockwood, IL  62280 

342. 113 – 342 Monroe, Billy 
701 Independence St. 
Mascoutah, IL 62258 

343. 113 – 343 Montry, Brian 
1322  Stone Street 
Red Bur, IL  62278 

344. 113 – 344 Morey, Mike (Partially Illegible) 
325 N. 59th St. 
Centerville, IL 62203 

345. 113 – 345 Mott, Walter S. 
5819 Perrin Road 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208 

346. 113 – 346 Muelceu??, Dennis 
20 San Mateo Dr. 
Belleville, IL  62221 



 

 
 

347. 113 – 347 Mueller, Don L.  
406 Janet Dr.  
Lebanon, IL  62254 
July 20, 2001 

348. 113 – 348 Mueller, Theodore 
902 Meadow Brook Dr.  
Freeburg, IL  62243 

349. 113 - 349 Mueller, Theordore J. 
1 Catherine Ct. 
Swansea, IL  62226 

350. 113 – 350 Mulligan, Dan 
215 East South 5th Street 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

351. 113 – 351 Musser, Mark 
707 Christy Lane 
Belleville, IL 62221 

352. 113 – 352 Neblett, Glen 
(Pile Driver) 
P.O. Box 1585 
Cohokia, IL  62206 

353. 113 – 353 Needham, James M.  
601 N. Charles St., Apt. 5 
Belleville, IL 62220-4020 

354. 113 – 354 Neff, Michael G.  
2 Westburg Dr. 
Belleville, IL  62226 

355. 113 – 355 Neff, Ronald, J. 
9100 Old Bunkin Rd. 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208 

356. 113 – 356 Nitzsche, Lyle 
6663 Nine Mile Rd. 
Ellis Grove, IL  62241 

357. 113 – 357 Noff, Michael G. 
2 Westbury Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62226 

358. 113 – 358 Nold, Edward 
138 Lucinda 
Bellville, IL  62221 

359. 113 – 359 Ogilvie, James M.  
10529 Neimeyer Rd.  
Sparta, IL  62286 

360. 113 – 360 Oliver, Donald (Partially Illegible) 
3448 Forest Dale 
At. Louis MO 63129 

361. 113 – 361 Overman, Timothy D.  
316 Bethesda 
Belleville, IL  62223 
July 20, 2001 



 

 
 

362. 113 – 362 Oyler, Paul 
320 John Ave. 
Marissa, IL 62257 

363. 113 – 363 Peck, Michael J. 
10247 St. Rt. 154 
Sparta, IL 62286 

364. 113 – 364 Petrowski, Ryan 
9169 Eggemeyer Rd. 
Walsh, IL 62297 

365. 113 – 365 Phegley, Dempsey 
9310 High Land Park Rd. 
Fairview Heights, IL 62268 

366. 113 – 366 Pitts, John 
10159 Rieder Rd.  
Lebanon, IL  62254 

367. 113 – 367 Polka, Brian & Cindy 
1138 Hollywood Heights Rd. 
Caseyville, IL 62232 

368. 113 – 368 Posten, Richard D.  
407 S. Clinton St.  
New Athens, IL  62264-1703 

369. 113 – 369 Prange, Lance R. 
735 St. martin 
Cahokia, IL 62206 

370. 113 – 370 Rathert, Orville 
502 Ridge Ave. 
Stelleville, IL 

371. 113 – 371 Reeder, James E. 
1819 Swanwick 
Chester, IL 62233 

372. 113 – 372 Reiss, Harold J. 
1111 Alan Dr. 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

373. 113 – 373 Reiss, Wayne 
5139 Floraville Rd.  
Millstadt, IL  62260 

374. 113 – 374 Reitter??, Al 
72222 Brickyard Rd. 
Mascoutah, IL  62258 

375. 113 – 375 Reno, Jeffrey S. (Partially Illegible) 
37 Bernard Lane 
Belleville, IL 62221 

376. 113 – 376 Rheinecker, George 
P.O. Box ___ 
Chester, IL  62233 

377. 113 – 377 Richert, H. Mask?? (Partially Illegible) 
8701 Feber ??? Road 
New Athens, IL 62264 



 

 
 

378. 113 – 378 Ritsche, Lyle 
6663 Nine Mile Rd. 
Ellis Grove, IL 62241 

379. 113 – 379 Robinson, David T. 
9200 Deer Run Ln. 
Coulterville, IL 62237 

380. 113 – 380 Robinson, Paul 
#4 Dons Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62226 

381. 113 – 381 Roche, Logan 
809 Thomas Dr.  
Red Bud, IL 62278 

382. 113 – 382 Roliwedde, Michael A. (Partially Illegible) 
Carpenter Local #5 
116 N. 96th 
Belleville, IL 62223 

383. 113 – 383 Rorke, Kenny (Partially Illegible) 
5350 York  
Ellis Grove, IL 62241 

384. 113 – 384 Russell, Dennis D. 
713 Sunnyhill Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

385. 113 – 385 Ruthledge, Charles E. 
38 Hemlock Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62221 

386. 113 – 386 Sal???, Robert (Partially Illegible) 
6925 St. Rt. 163 
Millstadt, IL 62260 

387. 113 – 387 Sanders, Kimberly M.  
1810 Jamestown Rd., Apt. 6 
Belleville, IL 62226 

388. 113 – 388 Sartin, Patrick 
6321 Highbanks Rd. 
Mascoutah, IL 62258 

389. 113 – 389 Scherle, Clyde 
1008 Spotsylvania St. 
New Athens, IL 62264 

390. 113 – 390 Schieder, Albert J. 
6638 Scieder Lane 
Red Bud, IL 62278-2812 

391. 113 – 391 Schneider, Albert F. 
6638 Schieder Lane 
Red Bud, IL 62278-2812 

392. 113 – 392 Schoefer, Andrew 
619 W. Adam 
Millstadt, IL 62260 

393. 113 – 393 Schuette, David (Partially Illegible) 
4808 Venedy Rd. 
Marissa IL 62257 



 

 
 

394. 113 – 394 Schweinhook, Robert (partly illegible) 
6925 State Rt. 163 
Millstadt, IL  62260 

395. 113 – 395 Schweiss, Arthur J. 
24 S. 53rd Street 
Belleville, IL 62226 

396. 113 – 396 Searcy, Roy 
5177 Beck Rd. 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

397. 113 – 397 Seger, Frank 
107 N. Benton St. 
New Athens, IL 62264 

398. 113 – 398 Seger, William H. 
107 N. Benton St. 
New Athens, IL 62264 

399. 113 – 399 Serno, Rudy (Partially Illegible) 
1110 St. Bernadette Dr. 
Cahokia, IL 62206 

400. 113 – 400 Sesserman, T. A. (Partially Illegible) 
#17 Violet Dr. 
Calokia, IL  

401. 113 – 401 Sg???, Chad J. (Partially Illegible) 
203 S. Benton St. 
New Athens, IL 62264 

402. 113 – 402 Sheer, Ja???  H.(Partially Illegible) 
29 Justice 
Belleville, IL 

403. 113 – 403 Siefferth, Emmitt 
1208 Cart Lane 
Belleville, IL 62221 

404. 113 – 404 Sigman, Randy T. 
8508 Wiegand Rd. 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

405. 113 – 405 Simmons, ??   (partially illegible) 
PO Box 365 
Chester, IL  62233 

406. 113 – 406 Simmons, Gary 
P.O. Box 598 
Wester, IL 62233 

407. 113 – 407 Sims, Johnnie 
#62 Jarvis Pl. 
Horton, IL  62207 

408. 113 – 408 Smith Albert E. 
7316 Arke Dr. 
Belleville Ill 62223 

409. 113 – 409 Son???, Leona M. (Partially Illegible) 
249 St. Johns Dr. 
????, IL 62206 



 

 
 

410. 113 – 410 Spains, Woodrow (Partially Illegible) 
6 Roberta Ct. 
Caseyville, IL 62232 

411. 113 – 411 Srau, Donald 
6206 Walsh Rd. 
Ellis Grove, IL 62241 

412. 113 – 412 Stark, Thomas 
P.O. Box 12 
Percy IL 62272 

413. 113 – 413 Stephens, Larry M. Jr. 
116 Pine Ave. 
Mar???, IL 62257 (Partially Illegible) 

414. 113 – 414 Stephens, Scott 
328 Stone Street 
Dupo, IL  62239 

415. 113 – 415 Stevenson, Nicholas A. 
804 Emma Ave, 
Belleville, IL 

416. 113 – 416 Stewart, William 
306 East Lexington Dr. 
Fairview Heights, IL  62208 

417. 113 – 417 Styers, Hershal 
Tilden, IL 
July 20, 2001 

418. 113 – 418 Tapin, Scott A.  (last name is a guess) 
35 Talon 
Millstadt, IL 

419. 113 – 419 Tate, Joseph 
14 N. 12th Street 
Belleville, IL 62220 

420. 113 – 420 Tatten, Stephen 
8736 Oak Hill School Road 
Lebanon, IL 62254 

421. 113 – 421 Thies, Arthur 
914 Monroe 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

422. 113 – 422 Thies, Stuart 
711 Mary Ann 
Freeburg, IL 62243 

423. 113 – 423 Thurston, Susan C. Friedrich 
1605 Mascoutah Ave. 
Belleville, IL 62220 

424. 113 – 424 Toc???, Troy (Partially Illegible) 
2017 Washington 
Prairie Du Rocher, IL 62277 

425. 113 – 425 Tolley, Dennis Jr. 
125 N. 96th Street 
Bellville, IL 



 

 
 

426. 113 – 426 Tuclas, Charles J. (Partially Illegible) 
822 Hartmann Dr. 
Red Bud, IL 62278 

427. 113 – 427 Vairinek, Kevin 
10 E. Poplar 
Mascoutah, IL 62258 

428. 113 – 428 Vigna, Michael 
411 Mitchell Lane 
Belleville, IL 62223 

429. 113 – 429 Vigna, Michael E. 
41 Dorchester Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62223 

430. 113 – 430 Wahlman, Alan R.  
9260 S. Hownertown Trail 
Walsh, IL  62297 

431. 113 – 431 Waiboom, James A. (Partially Illegible) Mailboom?) 
705 E. State St. 
O’Fallon, IL 62269 

432. 113 – 432 Warnecke, Greg 
3224 West main St. 
Belleville, IL 62226 

433. 113 – 433 Wathen, Walter 
802 E. Green St. 
Steeleville, IL 62288 

434. 113 – 434 Weber, Dean J. (Partially Illegible) 
11337 E. FF Rd. 
Marietta, IL 62257 

435. 113 – 435 Wenyel, Norbert J. (Partially Illegible) 
409 Missouri Ave. 
Belleville, IL 62220-3746 

436. 113 – 436 Werner, Timothy 
9458 Holy Cross Road 
Fairview Heights, IL 62208 

437. 113 – 437 West,         (last name is guess, Illegible) 
1217 Simmons Rd.  
O’Fallon, IL 62269 

438. 113 – 438 Westerman, Dennis 
562 W. Belmont 
Sparta, IL  62286 

439. 113 – 439 White,  Jr.  Lloyd 
P.O. Box 468 
Sparta  IL 62286 

440. 113 – 440 Williams, Antonio Demetrius 
1200 Julie Ave, Apt. B 
Cahokia IL 62206-2240 

441. 113 – 441 Wir, Don (Partially Illegible) 
7705 Woodcliffe 
Belleville, IL 



 

 
 

442. 113 – 442 Wiscombe, Anthony 
1648 Suller Lane 
Millstadt, IL 62260 

443. 113 – 443 Wolfe, Edward M. 
106 S. Oak 
Sparta IL, 62286 

444. 113 – 444 Wolter, R. 
501 S. Sparta St. 
Steeleville, IL 62288 

445. 113 – 445 Wood, Troy C. 
6308 Old St. Louis Rd. #6 
Belleville, IL 62223 

446. 113 – 446 Woods, Gaylon 
110 Natalie Drive 
Swansea, IL  62226 

447. 113 – 447 Ziffel, Greg 
545 Cemetery Rd. 
Freeburg, IL 62243 

448. 113 – 448 Zillen, Joseph 
408 San Mateo Dr. 
Belleville, IL 62221-3135 

 

 


